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Loneliness has been cited as a critical component in various 
psychopathological states and as a central problem for a wide variety of 
populations. It has received attention in the writings of authors from 
various disciplines, but, until the past two decades, it has been the 
subject of almost no empirical research. This was an exploratory study 
in this area, investigating the effects labeling an individual as 
"lonely" had on others' perceptions of and attraction for that individual.
Subjects (n = 112) were each shown two seven-minute video tapes of 
supposedly initial interviews with subjects from a previous study. The 
loneliness of the individual on the video tape was determined by the 
introductory comments provided to subjects before viewing the tapes. In 
the lonely condition, they were told that the previous study had invest­
igated increasing interpersonal relationships among these 'lonely' 
subjects. In the nonlonely condition, they were told it involved assess­
ing the interpersonal skills of college students. Three other variables 
were investigated, creating sixteen different conditions: sex of subject;
loneliness of the subjects (determined by scores from the UCLA Loneliness 
Scale); and whether subjects viewed a same- or opposite-sex other. 
Dependent measures, completed after a subject viewed each tape, consisted 
of the Adjective Checklist, Interpersonal Judgment Scale and a ten-item 
Likert scale containing opposite pairs of personality characteristics, 
generated for this study.
Results from the Adjective Checklist indicated that female subjects 
generally ascribed fewer favorable adjectives than males, especially to 
same-sex others (F = 11.48, p ^  .001). Also, female subjects ascribed 
more negative adjectives to same-sex others than to opposite-sex others, 
a difference not found for males (F = 4.51, p <..05), and females 
ascribed more negative adjectives to 'lonely' individuals, whereas males 
ascribed more to the ones not labeled 'lonely' (F = 9.47, p <..01). The 
data from the Interpersonal Judgment Scale was similar to that from the 
Adjective Checklist, with females indicating greater liking for opposite- 
sex others (F = 16.97, p <..001), and individuals not ascribed the label 
'lonely' (F = 11.89, p <  .001). Males, on the other hand, showed about 
eaual liking for.same- and opposite-sex others, and greater liking for 
the individuals ascribed the laDie :lonely' than those not. The 
experimenter-generated scale also revealed similar results.
Results are discussed in terms of their implications about the 
experience of loneliness, especially differences in male and female 
experiencing of this phenomenon. Also, some discussion of the results 
and their implications for understanding the mechanisms of loneliness 
are presented.
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
This study was designed to investigate an aspect of the 
phenomenon of loneliness. The specific question of interest 
involved the effects labeling an individual as "lonely" had 
on others' perceptions of and attraction for that 
individual. This study also investigated differences 
between the adjectives assigned to people who have been 
depicted as "lonely" versus "nonlonely". To understand the 
background of this research, one must examine the scientific 
literature available on loneliness, and also the work 
conducted in the area of interpersonal attraction. The 
following pages review the work in these areas that is 
pertinent to the present study.
Loneliness
Loneliness, although a common clinical complaint, has 
been the focus of comparatively little experimental research 
until the past decade. Loneliness is a devastating and
- 1 -
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painful experience for the individual, involving feelings of 
isolation and alienation and the inability to share or 
articulate this experience, creating an even greater chasm 
between the lonely individual and others. This type of 
experience, and the inability to communicate about it, 
create a picture of despair which is incisively described in 
Hobson's work (1974). Unfortunately, loneliness appears to 
be increasingly frequent in our urban-industrial society, 
which creates ever expanding conditions for loneliness. 
Sadler (1978) discusses the alienation our current society 
creates, stating that it engenders conditions for loneliness 
to occur. Several authors (Bowman, 1955; Gordon, 1976; 
Moustakas, 1961, 1972) have considered the ways in which our 
industrial society creates these conditions. However, the 
view that loneliness is strongly rooted in an industrial way 
of life is not universely held. Mijuskovic (1979), for 
example, argues that this devastating phenomenon is not 
unique to urban society, but has existed as long as 
humankind. He cites early references to the experience of 
loneliness in biblical texts, and suggests that it is not 
just a current social problem, but rather is inherent in 
people. But, whether loneliness is a relatively new 
phenomenon or as old as humankind, it is presently pervasive 
and often devastating.
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The following section will address various aspects of 
this phenomenon, starting with an overview of the 
perspectives from which loneliness has been studied. A 
definition of loneliness will be followed by an examination 
of work on establishing a general prototype of the lonely 
individual. Loneliness in terms of its relationship to 
psychopathology in general, and depression in particular, 
will be examined. Finally, the literature available 
concerning the assessment and treatment of loneliness will 
be described.
An Overview. Loneliness has received considerable 
attention in the popular, nonexperimental literature over 
the past two decades. It has been discussed as a serious 
problem for people in general, and particularly for those 
living in urban settings {Chapman, 1963; Gaev, 1976; 
Gordon, 1976; Lotz, 1967; Moustakas, 1961, 1972; Weiss, 
1973). These writers have explained in philosophical, 
spiritual, and theoretical terms the devastating effects of 
feeling isolated from other human beings. Moustakas 
(1961,1973), whose two books on this issue are perhaps the 
most widely known, discussed the incredible effects of this 
feeling of loneliness and offered some ways to help 
individuals deal with this problem. Another writer in this 
area, Gaev (1976), discusses the various aspects of 
loneliness and the intricate part this phenomenon plays in
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endangering our emotional well-being. Those interested in 
this phenomenon have been from various fields of study and 
have approached it from various areas of interest. It has 
been approached from the phenomenological viewpoint by 
Sadler (1978), who also put a great deal of emphasis on the 
progressively downward spiral that is typical of this 
experience. Societal influences, both as causal agents and 
ancillary factors, have been studied to bring a better 
understanding of loneliness (Bowman, 1955; Wood, 1978). 
The loneliness of persons experiencing physical illness, and 
how this is best handled within the confines of the practice 
of nursing has also been an area of interest (Robinson, 
1971). Finally, it has been studied in the field of 
literature, with both Hobson (1974) and Dusenberg (1960) 
quoting numerous literary works involving the experience of 
loneliness. Although these sources, stretching across 
ideological points of view and specific fields of study, 
have added richly to our impressions of the phenomenon of 
loneliness, these authors have not utilized the experimental 
methodology to add to the scientific knowledge about this 
area.
As a final note in understanding the pervasiveness of 
this phenomenon and the diversity of approaches from which 
it has been viewed, the numerous populations for which 
loneliness appears • to be a central problem will be
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discussed. Loneliness as a salient problem for the elderly 
has been a major area of interest in the literature and the 
elderly have constituted a key population studied in terms 
of the incidence of loneliness (Bell, 1956; Bennett, 1973; 
Burnside, 1971; Conti, 1970; Dean, 1962; Fidler, 1976; 
Lowenthal, 1964; Peplau, Bikson, Rook and Goodschild, 1982; 
Townsend, 1962; Turnstall, 1967; Woodward, 1974). A 
substantial portion of this research has investigated 
specific societal and environmental conditions which 
contribute to the prevalence of this phenomenon among the 
aged. The institutionalization, health, and housing factors 
of the elderly have all been cited as environmental barriers 
increasing the isolation and loneliness of the elderly. But 
the elderly is far from the only population or group which 
has received attention regarding vulnerability to and 
incidence of loneliness. Other groups cited in which 
loneliness is a central problem are: infants (Bawkin,
1942); widows (Arling, 1976A, 1976B; Gunn, 1968; Lopata, 
1980; Lopata, Heinnman and Baum, 1982); children and 
adolescents (Brennan, 1982; Collier and Lawrence, 1951; 
Gottman, Gonso and Schuler, 1976; Ochiai, 1974; Rubin, 
1982; Teicher, 1972; Wayne, 1968); women (Duvall, 1945; 
Lopata, 1971; Taves, 1968; Weissman and Paykel, 1974); 
and people in marital relationships and dissolutions (Hill, 
Rubin & Peplau, 1976; Lederrer, 1968; Neal, Ivoska & 
Gruat, 1976; Weiss, 1973, 1974).
Page 6
As is evident from the preceding pages, the phenomenon 
of loneliness appears to have important implications for a 
very diverse collection of individuals. It has also 
received the attention of writers from numerous fields and 
perspectives. In all cases, loneliness has been described 
as a devastating experience for the individual. Based on 
this extensive concern for the problem of loneliness, it is 
difficult to understand why it has only recently received 
the attention of experimental study in psychology. Peplau 
and Perlman (1982), in their recent book of collected works 
on this topic, suggest some answers to the lack of research 
attention that the topic of loneliness has received. These 
authors suggest two major factors. One is that being lonely 
is considered a failure or embarrassment in our society, and 
that scientists have perhaps refrained from studying this 
area lest such stigmatization be ascribed to them. 
Secondly, these authors cite the fact that "there is no 
convenient and ethical way to manipulate loneliness in the 
laboratory" (p.3). This inability poses a barrier to the 
use of controlled experimental manipulation of loneliness as 
an independent variable, and therefor^ may have been shunned 
by some investigators. Whatever the explanation, the 
increase in experimental investigations of this topic over 
the past decade is a long overdue trend in psychological 
research.
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Defining Loneliness. Perhaps one of the factors which 
has hindered experimental research on the topic of 
loneliness is the difficulty in accurately defining the 
term. The experience of loneliness is an intrapersonal one, 
and has posed difficulties for those who wish to objectify 
or operationalize it. One area of difficulty in this 
process is that loneliness cannot be defined by the event of 
being alone, they are not necessarily the same event or 
experience. People can feel a deep sense of loneliness 
while being surrounded by others, or can experience being 
alone as pleasurable and beneficial. As a result, authors 
have been forced to use highly subjective language in their 
definitions of loneliness. Gaev (1976) defined loneliness 
as "a feeling of sadness and longing we feel when our need 
for relatedness with some aspect of our world is frustrated" 
(p. 28). Sermat (1978) defines loneliness as "a feeling
that one is disconnected or cut off from the rest of the 
world and from one's fellow human beings" (p. 271).
Finally, Ferreira (1962), in his article on the relationship 
between loneliness and psychopathology, defined loneliness 
as "the feeling of no- relationships, the feeling that there 
is no Other" (p. 201). Such definitions do not lend
themselves easily to scientific investigation and may have 
been one of the factors inhibiting experimental research in 
this area.
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However, in recent years, there seems to have emerged 
some agreement on a more experimentally phrased definition 
of loneliness, expressed as involving three major factors 
(Peplau & Perlman, 1982). This definition suggests that 
loneliness involves 1) a deficit in interpersonal
relationships, 2) a cognitive labeling of this deficit as 
the experience of loneliness, and 3) negative affect 
surrounding this situation. Loneliness is a perceived
deficit in interpersonal relationships which the individual 
labels negatively as the experience of loneliness and which 
elicits or is associated with negative emotions. This 
definition seems to address many of the problems discussed 
earlier in this section. It clearly distinguishes
loneliness from mere social isolation and also from the more 
positively experienced occasions of solitude. It also goes 
beyond the realm of feelings or phenomenology, noting more 
specific criteria for defining loneliness, and therefore 
opening the door for experimental research.
The Loneliness Prototype. In the previous section a 
working definition of loneliness was cited, and certainly 
when an area is to be investigated experimentally, such a 
definition is invaluable. However, this definition does not 
provide a clear picture of the lonely individual in her/his 
numerous personal aspects. Two major works (Horowitz, 
French & Anderson, 1982? De Jong- Gierveld and
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\
Raadschelders, 1982) have attempted to sketch for us the 
major individuality dimensions of the lonely individual. 
Horowitz et. al. (1982) have addressed this issue 
utilizing the concept of prototyping. In this conceptual 
framework a personal description of a prototypic individual 
is created, consisting of numerous characteristics, and as a 
particular person possesses increasingly more of these 
characteristics, she or he is more likely to be described as
fitting the definition of the prototype. Horowitz has
suggested such a prototype of the lonely individual, and has 
cited three major clusters of characteristics for this
prototype. These three clusters are, in order of 
importance, feelings of isolation, avoidance of social 
situations, and feelings classified as negative. Each of 
these clusters has associated with it specific 
characteristics which elaborate the various aspects of this 
phenomenon. Feelings of being isolated are described as
encompassing such aspects as "feelings of being separated 
from other people, isolate, different, unloved, inferior" 
(p. 187). The second cluster focuses primarily on
behaviors which promote actual social isolation and low 
levels of interaction with others. And finally, the 
negative affect associated with this prototype largely 
involves what Horowitz calls "paranoid feelings, including 
feeling angry or depressed" (p. 187). This prototype
presents a three-factor analysis of the lonely individual,
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and elsewhere in Horowitz' work (1982) studies reveal that 
when the number of prototypic characteristics ascribed to an 
individual are manipulated, the judgment of the level of 
loneliness the person feels increases with the number of 
prototypic elements included. These data provide support 
not only for the theory of prototyping in general, but also 
the specific characteristics which Horowitz describes as 
salient in the lonely prototype.
De Jong-Gierveld (1982) addressed the issue of 
describing the lonely individual in terms of different 
typologies of loneliness and identified three different 
types of lonely individuals. The first type of lonely 
individual, called "the hopeless lonely who are very 
dissatisfied with their relationships" (p. 114), is
characterized by a low level of social contacts, no intimate 
other, strong feelings Of sadness, desolation, abandonment, 
and hopelessness. This type is most likely to blame others 
for their situation. The second type, "the periodically and 
temporarily lonely" (p. 116), is characterized by a hopeful
attitude about things changing, a greater number of social 
contacts, but no intimate other. Finally, the third type 
discussed in this work, "the resigned, hopelessly lonely" 
(p. 116), expresses feelings of hopelessness, and lacks
both social contacts and an intimate other, but has become 
resigned to her/his fate and does not express the
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dissatisfaction seen in the first type of lonely individual. 
These three types, along with a final group consisting of 
nonlonely individuals, cover the spectrum of reactions to 
this phenomenon. This approach offers a method of 
distinguishing between various types of lonely people and 
specific reactions to address in trying to understand an 
individual's phenomenological experience of loneliness.
Although Horowitz (1982) and De Jong-Gierveld (1982) 
differ in their approach to creating a picture of the lonely 
individual, both add a richness to the field. Horowitz' 
prototypic method clearly lends itself to operationalization 
of his description of the lonely versus the nonlonely 
individual by studying the three clusters and associated 
characteristics a person possesses. This type of analysis, 
already suggested to be viable by Horowitz' research, 
appears to be of practical utility in the process of 
distinguishing lonely persons from nonlonely ones. De Jong- 
Gierveld (1982), on the other hand, proposes a system of 
classifying lonely individuals into specific subtypes, 
characterized by differential reactions to this phenomenon. 
Although these authors do not discuss each others work, one 
direction of further analysis which might integrate the two, 
would be to study the prototypic characteristics found in 
each of the three major categories of lonely individuals to 
discover whether these could be the, or at least one,
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distinguishing factor between the various types of lonely 
individuals. Such research might uncover very similar 
analyses using different perspectives.
Loneliness and Psychopathology. As early as 1953 in 
the writings of Harry Stack Sullivan and later in the 
writings of Fromm-Reichmann (1959) loneliness has been cited 
as a core problem in pathology, especially psychosis. Both 
of these authors address not only the devastating impact of 
loneliness in the etiology of pathology, but also the impact 
of pathology in producing this phenomenon. Frieda 
Fromm-Reichmann (1959) describes the experience of 
loneliness which is evident in psychotic states and may also 
cause these problems. Ferreira (1962) continues in the vein 
of Sullivan and Fromm-Reichmann in an essay on the important 
role of loneliness in psychopathology. He writes of its 
tremendous impact, saying that "the examples abound in many 
forms of psychopathology where loneliness seems to represent 
the driving force, the core and substance of culture- bound 
psychodynamics" (p. 204). Rubins (1964), writing from a
psychoanalytic point of view, discusses the impact of 
loneliness on not only the psychotic individual, but also as 
a force in the life of the general population. He concludes 
his paper by discussing the difficulty this problem presents 
in psychotherapy and its underlying significance in terms of 
the dynamics of the therapy setting.
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Loneliness has not only been addressed in terms of its 
relationship to psychopathology in general but also as it 
relates to specific disorders. The focal point of this 
research has been on the relationship between loneliness and 
depression, but has not been exclusive to this topic. The 
problem of loneliness has also been cited as a major 
complication for both schizophrenics and alcoholics (Bell, 
1956? Melzer, 1979; Nerviano & Gross, 1976; Shein, 1974), 
Melzer (1979) concluded that it is an essential part of 
treatment to address the issue of loneliness, especially 
when schizophrenic patients are being released from 
institutional settings. The same general findings were 
cited in the work of Nerviano and Gross (1976) concerning 
alcoholic patients. Their study indicated that the degree 
to which the problem of loneliness was addressed directly in 
treatment was a strong indicator of the success of therapy. 
However, the major focus of attention in this area of the 
literature has been on the relationship between depression 
and loneliness, and it is to this topic we now turn.
The issue of how loneliness and depression are related 
has been addressed in general terms (Barry, 1962; 
Berblinger, 1968; Horowitz, French & Anderson, 1982; 
Ortega, 1969; Weeks, Michel, Peplau & Bragg, 1980) and also 
in the development of scales to study loneliness (Bradley, 
1969; Loucks, 1980; Russell, Peplau & Ferguson, 1978;
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Sisenween, 1964). The focus of this research has been on 
differentiating the lonely as opposed to the depressed 
individual. The consistent conclusions of these 
investigations have characterized loneliness as a distinct 
phenomenon, but have recognized it as related to depression.
Horowitz et. al. (1982) examined this issue utilizing 
their prototype concept. Loneliness is described by these 
authors to be a subset of depression, nested within the 
depression prototype. If this is conceptualized in set 
theory, one can logically conclude, as Horowitz does, that 
being lonely necessarily indicates that "the person 
possesses some major features of depression" (p. 190).
However, to reverse this analogy is not possible, "knowing 
that a person is depressed does not necessarily imply that 
the person possesses features of being lonely" (p. 190).
Other authors (Loucks, 1980; Weeks, Michel, Peplau & Bragg, 
1980) have made a less interdependent analysis of the 
relationship between depression and loneliness. Loucks 
(1980) suggests a strong correlation between loneliness and 
depression, but also between loneliness and "several other 
mood factors which may be generally labeled as mood 
disturbances" (p. 144). And Weeks et. al. (1980),
although citing an extensive overlap between these two 
phenomena, clearly state that "no cross-factor paths were 
present. Loneliness did not cause depression, nor did
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depression cause loneliness" (p. 1242). This lack of
shared causal factors "served to underscore the
distinctiveness of loneliness and depression" (p. 1242).
These two phenomena, then, appear to be highly related, but 
the exact nature and extent of this relationship is 
debatable. Some authors suggest a more distinctive 
relationship between loneliness and depression than others 
suggest. Horowitz suggests perhaps the most interdependent 
relationship, by classifying loneliness as a sub-prototype 
of depression. Other authors cited do not suggest that the 
two are as closely related. But whatever the exact position 
of the author in terms of the degree and extent to which 
these two are realted, all appear to agree that they are 
highly related, and yet distinct phenomena.
Another focus of investigations on loneliness has 
paralleled the research in depression by exploring the 
interpersonal problems of people who are lonely (Gottman, 
Gonso & Schuler, 1976; Horowitz & French, 1979; Horowitz, 
French & Anderson, 1982; Jones, 1982; Moore, 1974;
Dejanos, 1971). Initial work done by Horowitz and French 
(1979) investigated the interpersonal problems of lonely 
individuals by utilizing a Q-sort technique. They found 
that people who are categorized as lonely using a standard 
scale (UCLA Loneliness Scale) tended to have problems with 
sociability (making friends; social situations such as
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parties; initiating social activities). This work was 
expanded to determine whether these difficulties were due to 
lack of adequate skills or to anxiety which interfered with 
utilization of already acquired skills. Horowitz1 research 
indicated that people who are classified as lonely do indeed 
have a skill deficit when the task involves generating 
solutions to social situations posed to these subjects. He 
also viewed the attributional styles of lonely as well as 
depressed individuals (Anderson, Horowitz & French, 1982), 
and concluded that people in these categories tend to blame 
interpersonal failures on relatively stable factors 
(personality, ability) and successes on less stable factors 
(circumstances). The opposite trend was found for those 
classified as neither lonely nor depressed.
This research begins to delineated specific factors 
about those individuals classified as lonely. The area of 
interpersonal relationships seems to be an area of 
difficulty for these individuals, who apparently lack the 
skills necessary to achieve success in this arena. There 
also appears to be some similarity between depressed and 
lonely individuals on the dimension of attributional style, 
both making external attributions for interpersonal success 
and internal ones for failure. Such findings begin to 
sketch a picture of the lonely individual, but certainly do 
not exhaust this area of investigation.
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Jones (1982), also paralleling work done in the area of 
depression, has done a thorough investigation of the 
research currently available on the interpersonal styles of 
the lonely individual. The major focus of his own research 
has been on the way . in which lonely individuals view 
themselves, others, and social interactions versus how they 
are perceived by others. In three studies of this aspect of 
the loneliness phenomenon (Jones, 1982; Jones, 1978; 
Jones, Freeman & Goswick, 1981), he examined specific facets 
of the social behavior of lonely individuals.
In one study, using a group of students already 
enrolled in a psychology class that involved a high level of 
class participation, Jones investigated various dimensions 
of interpersonal interactions of lonely and nonlonely 
students (Jones, et. al., 1981). He measured four 
interrelational variables at the beginning and end of the 
semester:
(1) Self Ratings
(2) Reflected Self Ratings-the subject's expectation of
the group's rating of 
him/her.
(3) Ratings of Others-the subject's rating of other
group members (averaged)
(4) Ratings by other group members (averaged)
of subject.
The results of this investigation clearly indicated that
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lonely subjects perceived themselves more negatively 
(Self-Ratings) and that they expected more negative
evaluations from the other group members (Reflected
Self-Ratings). Also evident was the tendency for lonely
male subjects, though not females, to evaluate fellow group 
members more negatively than nonlonely males (Ratings of
Others). Finally, although during the course of the 
semester there were indications that the lonely individual 
was perceived more negatively by others (chosen fewer times 
to be group leader), the data collected did not show any 
correlation between subject's evaluation by the group and 
loneliness. This indicated that lonely subjects were not 
perceived more negatively by others, although they both 
viewed themselves more negatively than nonlonely subjects 
and expected to be viewed more negatively as well.
In another investigation of this aspect of the 
loneliness phenomenon, Jones (Jones, et. al., 1981) studied 
similar ratings in a different context. Jones investigated
the evaluations made following short, introductory sessions 
between unacquainted heterosexual pairs. Four variables 
were investigated in this study:
(1) Assessment of partner's personality.
(2) Accuracy of this assessment as compared to
partner's self-rating.
(3) Attraction for partner.
(4) Judgment of partner's behavior during the session.
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The results of this study, similar to the other
investigation cited, did not show any difference between the
judgments made about lonely and nonlonely subjects. Lonely 
subjects were not rated more negatively by their partners 
than nonlonely subjects. However, thev data from this study 
did indicate that lonely subjects rated their partners more 
negatively, were less attracted to them, less accurate in 
their personality descriptions, and judged their behavior 
less favorably than nonlonely subjects. This effect,
although present for all lonely subjects, was most 
pronounced when a lonely male subject was rating a lonely 
female subject. These results again indicate that lonely 
subjects are not viewed more negatively by others. However, 
it does indicate that they tend to view others more 
negatively.
A final study conducted by Jones (1978) investigated 
both opposite and same sex dyads in interactions. The 
results from this investigation supported the conclusion
already cited from the other studies. Lonely subjects were 
not viewed more negatively by their partners. However, 
lonely subjects rated themselves more negatively. They also 
rated their partners more negatively than did nonlonely 
subjects, and expressed less desire for future contact with 
their partners than did nonlonely subjects.
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In reviewing the results from these studies, Jones 
(1982) discusses three aspects of the lonely individual in 
social interaction: (1) judgments of self; (2) judgments
by lonely people; and (3) judgments of lonely people. The 
results of Jones work indicated that (1) lonely individuals 
do have a negative self-image and tend to expect rejection 
by others; (2) they also tend to view or evaluate others 
more negatively; and (3) others do not tend to view or 
evaluate lonely individual differently. In a later study in 
which videotapes of lonely versus nonlonely subjects 
interacting in social situations (though not together) were 
rated by judges regarding their verbal behaviors in these 
situations, some differences were reported (Jones, Hobbs & 
Hockenbury, 1982). Jones interpreted these results as 
indicating that lonely people are "more negativistic, 
self-absorbed, self-depreciating, and less responsive"
interpersonally. These characteristics tend to suggest a 
lower reinforcing value for those interacting with lonely 
individuals. However, Jones earlier work did not indicate 
that lonely individuals were judged more negatively than 
nonlonely individuals in actual social interactions. One 
investigation (Jones, 1982) replicating the heterosexual
dyad work, did indicate that lonely individuals tended to be
described as having lower self esteem or being more
self-depreciating than nonlonely subjects. However, this 
difference, in all the studies presented as well as this
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one, did not appear to reflect a more negative evaluation of 
the lonely person. Thus, although judges do indicate 
different interpersonal patterns for lonely and nonlonely 
subjects (Jones, Hobbs & Hockenbury, 1982), these 
differences do not appear to result in lonely individuals 
being more negatively evaluated in social interactions 
(Jones,1982; Jones,1978; Jones, Freeman & Goswick, 1981; 
Jones, Hobbs & Hockenbury, 1982).
The work done by Jones and his associates clearly 
indicates that the greatest difficulty lies within the 
lonely individuals' perception. Lonely individuals tend to 
rate themselves more negatively than nonlonely individuals, 
even though this negative evaluation is not evident in 
others' judgments of them. They also tend to expect to be 
rejected and to view others more negatively. Although some 
of Jones work does indicate actual behavioral differences 
between lonely and nonlonely individuals (as rated by 
judges), and thus coinciding with Horowitz work (Horowitz, 
French & Anderson, 1982), the major conclusions do not seem 
to correspond with those of Horowitz. Jones work, rather 
than indicating a social skills deficit, tends to indicate a 
perceptual or cognitive difference between lonely and 
nonlonely individuals. Further research is certainly needed 
on the social skills and the perceptions of the lonely 
individual, both of which appear to be fruitful areas of
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further investigation.
The preceding section provides numerous citations of 
the importance of loneliness not only in its own right, but 
as a factor involved in psychopathology in general. 
Loneliness appears highly related to depression, and yet, it 
is conceptualized as a distinct phenomenon. There is also 
some evidence to support the notions of specific 
interpersonal and/ or perceptual difficulties which 
differentiate lonely and nonlonely people, perhaps creating, 
perhaps enhancing, the lonely person's condition. 
Loneliness, therefore, appears to be a highly significant 
issue in terms of psychopathology, and much more research is 
needed to understand its relationship to pathology in 
general, as well as broadening the understanding of how it 
relates to specific disorders.
Assessment. The issue of developing adequate scales to 
measure loneliness, both to operationalize this concept and 
to distinguish it from other phenomena, has received little 
attention in the literature on loneliness. Over 
approximately the past two decades only four scales 
measuring the concept of loneliness have been devised 
(Belcher, 1973; Bradley, 1969; Russell, Peplau & Ferguson, 
1978; Sisenween, 1964). The scales by Bradley (1969), 
Belcher (1973), and Sisenween (1964) were presented in their 
doctoral dissertations, and, although they have appeared
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occasionally in later research, (e.g.; Loucks, 1980; 
Nerviano & Gross, 1976) none of these scales has ever been 
published. The UCLA Loneliness Scale (ULS; Russell, Peplau 
& Ferguson, 1978) is the only published scale measuring the 
concept of loneliness and has been utilized in research on 
this topic (Horowitz & French, 1979; Horowitz, French &
Anderson, 1982). Although this scale does not yet have a
large body of research on its validity and reliability, it 
is generally considered to be the best measure of loneliness 
currently available (Russell, 1982; Russell, Peplau & 
Ferguson, 1978). It is certainly advantageous to further 
experimental research on loneliness to have a published 
scale, and as the experimental study in this area increases 
in volume, so, perhaps, will the data available regarding 
the ULS.
Treatment Aspects for Loneliness. The literature 
available on the treatment of loneliness is generally s,cant 
and often weak in scientific methodology. There have been 
several books in the popular (non-scientific) literature 
(Ford & Zorn, 1975; Hoskinsson, 1963; Kosten, 1961; 
Powell, 1961; Rosenbaum & Rosenbaum, 1973; Schultz, 1976; 
Tournier, 1962) mainly emphasizing a self-help approach to 
the problem. Titles like Bittersweet; Surviving and 
Growing from Loneliness (Schultz, 1976) and Conquering
Loneliness (Rosenbaum & Rosenbaum, 1973) exemplify the
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general flavor of these works. However, these books are not 
part of the academic work on the topic of loneliness, and do 
not utilize a scientific basis in their writing.
In a more scientific mode, there appear to be two main 
perspectives on the therapy of the lonely person: societal
and intrapersonal. One group of writers (Bennett, 1973; 
Bowman, 1955; Pauli, 1972) argue from a society-based 
description of loneliness and implementation of social 
change and structure to deal with the problem. Bennett 
(1973), dealing specifically with the elderly, cites social 
isolation as a prime cause of emotional and mental distress, 
and discusses research on the effects of establishing groups 
or organizations to visit the elderly, reducing this social 
isolation. Her research indicates some degree of 
effectiveness in reducing social isolation among the elderly 
when community home-visit type programs are used. However, 
no direct measures of overall loneliness, such as the ULS, 
were utilized in this research. Pauli (1972) also discusses 
the establishment of social networks to reduce isolation. 
This approach, emphasizing needed social change to 
counterbalance the isolating effects of our urban society, 
has been the subject of little experimental research on its 
effectiveness in reducing loneliness.
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From the other perspective, authors (Curran, 1977? 
Goldman, 1955? Gottman, Gonso & Schuler, 1976? Hammer, 
1972? Rook & Peplau, 1982? Young, 1982) deal with
intrapersonal issues of the lonely individual, and the 
needed changes within that person. Group psychotherapy, 
suggested by Goldman (1955), allows the lonely individual to 
interact with others and is an "ideal place to vividly and 
dynamically see one's patterns of interpersonal operation" 
(p. 251) . Such an approach has also been cited by Pilkones
and Zimbardo (1979) for use with those individuals suffering 
from shyness. Their recommendation is that small groups be 
used, intended to reduce social anxiety and enhance social 
skills. They do not present efficacy data on this method of 
treatment for shy people, however, nor its implications in 
the treatment of lonely individuals. Rook & Peplau (1982) 
stress a variety of possible foci in the treatment of
loneliness, including such things as coping styles and 
social skills training. The utilization of social skills
training appears to be a major treatment dimension of the 
lonely, as they do suffer from a deficiency of social 
contacts. Studies with individuals experiencing dating 
anxiety (Curran,1977), socially isolated children (Gottman, 
Gonso & Schuler,1976? Keller & Carlson, 1974? Oden & 
Asher, 1977), as well as one therapy analogue study with
lonely college students (Jones, Hobbs & Hockenbury, 1982) 
indicate social skills training to be effective in helping
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these groups of individuals. Jeffery Young (1982), mainly 
focusing on a cognitive treatment approach to loneliness, 
paralleling such approaches utilized in the treatment of 
depression, develops a six stage therapy process for 
treating lonely clients, involving both behavioral and 
cognitive interventions. He also presents a method of 
understanding the phenomenon of loneliness from this 
cognitive basis. His method of treatment, however, has not 
been the subject of experimental research and Young does not 
present data to support it as an effective intervention for 
loneliness. Rook and Peplau (1982) clearly and emphatically 
state that "controlled investigations of the effectiveness 
of intervention strategies for loneliness are sorely needed" 
(p. 374). Certainly the scant amount of research data
available in this area and thus presented here bears out the 
conclusions of Rook and Peplau. This is definitely one area 
in the literature on loneliness that needs to be addressed 
in the near future.
Conclusion. Loneliness has been viewed from a wide 
range of perspectives and in reference to several specific 
populations. There have been efforts to define the 
phenomenon and some work has been done to create a general 
picture of the typical lonely individual. Loneliness has 
been cited as a critical component of other psychological 
problems, most notably depression, and seems to involved
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some deficits in the utilization of social skills and
perceptual operations. Although the treatment of loneliness 
has been addressed to some extent in the literature, there 
is little work in the area especially of an experimental 
nature. Considering the extensive writing about loneliness, 
the affirmations of its salience for numerous populations 
and psychopathological difficulties, it is perhaps a
disservice that it has received so little research 
attention. Hopefully, the inc,increase in experimental work 
beginning to appear on this topic, indicates an increase in 
interest in loneliness on the part of investigators using 
the experimental method, and will provide a clearer 
understanding of this phenomenon in the future.
Interpersonal Attraction
Interpersonal attraction involves our attitudes toward 
other individuals. Investigators have studied numerous 
variables that influence interpersonal attraction between 
couples, friends, and strangers. In the current 
investigation, the major concern is the attitudes which 
people form about those in our society -who are considered
lonely, and the degree of acceptance and attraction they 
state for these individuals. This question will be
addressed in terms of both lonely and nonlonely individuals,
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and their attraction for people labeled as lonely.
Interest in the way in which people choose friends and 
mates, and the reason we like some people, while disliking 
others, probably stems from antiquity itself. But, in the 
field of social psychology, the investigation of this topic 
dates back to the mid 1930's, and Moreno's (1934) early work 
with sociograms. Numerous studies and investigations have 
been done on the questions surrounding interpersonal 
attraction since research in this area began. Investigators 
have studied various types of interpersonal relationships, 
including marriage partners, dating couples, friends, and 
strangers' first impressions of one another. The questions 
have been formed in terms of complicated theories as well as 
specific variables that influence attraction between 
individuals (see Berscheid & walster, 1978; Byrne, 1971; 
Duck, 1977; Huston, 1974 for reviews of the area). Such a 
vast area of research is beyond the scope of this 
presentation, and it will therefore be limited to those 
aspects which directly concern the focus and methodology of 
this investigation. Specifically, this review will present 
research involving interpersonal attraction between 
strangers and will explore methodology in which subjects' 
contact with and information about these others is limited. 
Such areas of investigation will be reviewed as they bear on 
the methodology to be utilized in this investigation.
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Research in the area of our judgments of and attraction 
to persons we meet for the first time has been a prolific 
area of investigation, and certainly one investigator whose 
name is associated with this type of research is Donn Byrne 
(1971, for review). A great deal of his research has 
centered on the degree to which similarity, particularly in 
terms of attitudes, affects interpersonal attraction between 
people. The major methodological paradigm Byrne uses, a 
variation of which will be used in this study, involves 
providing subjects with information about a fictitious other 
and then having the subjects rate their attraction for this 
other utilizing the Interpersonal Judgment Scale (IJS; 
Byrne & Nelson, 1965). This paradigm, commonly called the 
"bogus stranger" design due to the fictitious nature of the 
information provided to the subjects, has been used 
extensively in studying the relationship between attitude 
similarity and attraction, varying the degree of similarity 
between the subjects' responses to an attitude questionaire 
and those of the fictitious other. The results of this 
research have revealed a linear relationship between the 
degree of similarity of attitudes and the ratings of 
interpersonal attraction, indicating that we are more 
attracted to those individuals who hold similar attitudes 
(Ajzen, 1974; Byrne, 1971; Byrne, Erin & Linbreth, 1970; 
Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Clore & Byrne, 1974; Erwin, 1981; 
Fishbein & Ajzen, 1972; Griffitt & Veitch, 1974;
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Shoenemann, Byrne & Bell, 1977). This attraction-similarity 
relationship has been salient both for attraction between 
subjects as described in the bogus stranger paradigm and 
between people involved in long-term relationships. There 
appears, on the basis of this body of research, to be a 
strong, positive relationship between interpersonal 
attraction and attitude similarity.
The investigation of the relationship between 
similarity and interpersonal attraction has not been 
restricted to similarity of attitudes, but has also focused 
on similarity of personality factors. The general findings 
of the investigations of personality similarity and 
attraction have tended to be less consistent than those 
found for attitude similarity (Berscheid & Walster, 1978; 
Duck, 1977) . Early work conducted in this area by 
Richardson (1939) indicated that personality similarity was 
a factor in interpersonal attraction, but was less salient 
than attitude similarity. Reader and English (1947) pro­
posed that the relationship observed between personality 
similarity and attraction was due to a narcissistic 
self-love, which found gratification in seeing one's 
personality mirrored in another. This hypothesis, and the 
observed relationship between interpersonal attraction and 
similarity of personality, lead to questions about the 
effects of a negative self-concept or low self-esteem on
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this relationship. In Izard's (1960A; 1960B; 1963)
studies of the personality similarity-attraction 
relationship he found this relationship, but only among the 
freshman subjects he used, and not among subjects who were 
in their senior year of school. This discrepancy was 
hypothesized to be due to a higher level of maturity and 
adjustment, and therefore a lower level of narcissism, among 
the senior class subjects. Although this is a possible 
hypothesis, Izard did not directly investigate differences 
between the two groups of subjects in terms of maturity and 
adjustment, and therefore it remains speculation. In later 
investigations the impact of self-concept and self-esteem on 
the personality similarity-attraction relationship was 
directly investigated (Griffitt, 1966; Hendrick & Page, 
1970).
Griffitt (1966) found a relationship between degree of 
similarity of self-concepts, as indicated by 
self-statements, and interpersonal attraction. He also 
found that the degree of similarity of the bogus stranger to 
the ideal self-concept expressed by subjects affected 
interpersonal attraction in a positive way. His research 
did not indicate that the personality similarity and 
attraction relationship was marred when the self-concept was 
a negative one. Interpersonal attraction was not decreased 
when the self-concept shared by the bogus stranger was
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negative. Hendrick and Page (1970) showed a relationship 
between personality similarity and interpersonal attraction 
which, while varying in intensity, remained functionally the 
same across high, moderate and low levels of self-esteem. 
Such evidence tends to indicate that even if the personality 
factors are viewed negatively, interpersonal attraction
increases as similarity in personality increases. The 
results of investigations done on this topic have not been 
as consistent as the attitude similarity research, however, 
and depending on the specific traits investigated, the
personality similarity-attraction relationship appears to
vary (Byrne, 1971; Griffitt, 1969; Hendrick & Page, 1970; 
Kruleintz & Nash, 1980; Reagor & Clore, 1970).
One such exception to this relationship suggested by 
Byrne (1971) is that if the shared personality factors are 
negative, and therefore less socially acceptable and less 
rewarding, similarity may decrease attraction. Research 
(Byrne, 1971) indicates that increased attitude similarity 
with what one would consider an undesirable person, such as 
a minority person for a racist or perhaps a convicted felon, 
tends to decrease interpersonal attraction. Personality 
variables such as dominance and extroversion were also 
studied in terms of their relationship to interpersonal 
attraction. This research tends to be inconclusive, but 
some variation in the personality similarity- attraction
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relationship was found for extrovert-introvert personality 
factors (Hendrick & Brown, 1971). The results of this 
investigation indicate a decrease but not reversal in the 
personality similarity-attraction relationship for 
introverted subjects sharing this quality with the person 
they are rating for attraction. This was suggested to be 
due to the less socially effective trait of introversion for 
a college population. Byrne (1971) has demonstrated that if 
the similarity between a subject and a bogus stranger is 
increased, along with the information that this bogus 
stranger is successful, their attraction increases due to 
this information. This may indicate, along with Hendrick's 
and Brown's work, that negative information about the 
individual being rated will have an opposite and negative 
effect on attraction. But this area of research is far from 
conclusive, and numerous personality dimensions need yet to 
be explored.
A final area to be addressed in this review is the area 
of interpersonal attraction and its relationship to physical 
attractiveness. Studies of the effects of physical 
attractiveness on interpersonal attraction clearly indicate 
that attractive individuals are better liked than 
unattractive individuals (Curran & Lippold, 1975; Walster, 
Aranson, Abrahames & Rottman, 1966). Not only were 
attractive persons better liked in general, but numerous
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studies have indicated that they were also ascribed to have 
more socially desirable characteristics, such as competence, 
sociability, and life success, than their unattractive 
counterparts (Adams & Huston, 1975; Anderson & Nida, 1978; 
Byrne, London & Reeves, 1968; Cash, Begley, Mclown & Weise, 
1975; Dion, Berscheid & Walster, 1972; Dipboye, Arvery & 
Terpstra, 1977; Lindy & Segall, 1974; Salomaon & Sixe, 
1977; Schoedel, Fredrickson & Knight, 1975; Snyder, Tinke 
& Berscheid, 1977). A recent study, investigating sex-role 
congruence and attractiveness as related to interpersonal 
attraction, replicated these findings of increased liking 
due to attractiveness regardless of sex-role congruence of 
stimulus person or conventionalism of the subject (Thornston 
& Linnstaedter, 1980). Physical attractiveness, then,
appears to be a powerful variable when considering 
interpersonal attraction.
Interpersonal attraction, therefore, is strongly 
affected by both physical attractiveness and similarity 
between individuals. The literature suggests a positive 
relationship between attitude similarity and interpersonal 
attraction, and, although a less powerful one, a positive 
relationship between personality similarity and 
interpersonal attraction. This relationship, however, 
becomes less clear when the personality traits on which one 
is similar are considered negative. The evidence in this
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area, personality similarity, is far from conclusive and 
does not directly address the issue of loneliness. There is 
evidence to suggest, however, that the label "lonely" 
ascribed to an individual will at least decrease the 
personality similarity-attraction relationship. Also an 
important variable to be aware of in research on 
interpersonal attraction is the physical attractiveness of 
the stimulus person, which has been shown to be a powerful 
variable.
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Hypotheses
This study was an initial investigation into the 
effects that the labeling of an individual as "lonely" has 
on interpersonal attraction and personality judgments 
regarding that individual. Four variables and interactions 
between these four, were examined in this study: perceived
loneliness of the stimulus person; loneliness of the 
subject; same- versus opposite-sex pairing of stimulus 
person with subject; and sex of subject. Although some 
work has dealt with characteristics of lonely individuals 
and the social competence of this group, no research has 
been done on the effects of the social label or stigma of 
being defined as lonely. As this was an initial 
investigation into this question, specific hypotheses based 
firmly in related experimental research, especially 
regarding the complex interactions among the factors 
involved, were difficult to make. Some speculation was 
possible, however, based on the research already conducted 
in the area of loneliness, as well as the literature 
available on the variables influencing interpersonal 
attraction.
Generally, it was fairly clear that those stimulus 
persons ascribed the label of loneliness will be liked less 
and will have more negative adjectives assigned to them than 
nonlonely stimulus persons. This effect should be at least
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equally observable when the rating was done by lonely 
subjects, although they share the personality trait of 
loneliness with the lonely stimulus person. In reviewing 
the literature on interpersonal attraction, specifically 
with regard to personality similarity, we are faced with 
some degree of ambiguity. Similarity can increase or 
decrease attraction depending on various factors, one of 
which appears to be the social desirability of the 
personality characteristic. Based on the research involving 
introversion, it was assumed that the shared trait of 
loneliness would not lead to increased interpersonal 
attraction. Also, the investigations conducted by Jones 
(Jones, 1982 for review) indicate that lonely subjects tend 
to evaluate others more negatively than nonlonely subjects 
do. This also lends support to the hypothesis that lonely 
subjects would evaluate lonely stimulus persons at least 
equally negatively, as any gain made in evaluation due to 
similarity should disappear due to the more negative 
evaluations given by lonely subjects in general. Therefore, 
stimulus persons ascribed the label of loneliness through 
experimental manipulation would be perceived more negatively 
than those who do not have this label, and this effect would 
be equal, if not more pronounced, among subjects who were 
themselves lonely.
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Regarding the effects that sex of subject, or sex- 
matching of subject and stimulus person, may have on the 
attraction to lonely individuals, there is little 
experimental evidence upon which to base any hypothesis. It 
may be assumed that if the females involved as subjects in 
this investigation were to follow stereotypic feminine 
roles, a higher level of attraction for and fewer negative 
adjectives ascribed to the lonely individual might be 
expected, due primarily to the nurturance factor commonly 
ascribed to the stereotypic female. This effect would be 
prominent for both lonely and nonlonely women, and probably 
of a greater magnitude when these female subjects were 
paired with a male stimulus person. This effect, however, 
is based on the assumption that the female subjects behave 
in a stereotypic fashion, and even under this condition, the 
difference may not be significant. One might also predict a 
greater degree of interpersonal attraction, as well as a 
lesser number of negative adjectives ascribed, when a male 
subject was rating a same-sex rather than an opposite- sex 
stimulus person. These results might also be evident if the 
females in this investigation do not respond 
stereotypically. Again, there is little experimental 
evidence on which to base the directionality of results 
regarding the sex-matching in this study, however, due to 
the usually more salient nature of mating as compared to 
friendship motivation, such a hypothesis does have merit.
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Also, Jones work (Jones, 1982 for review) does suggest that 
the most negative ratings would be from a lonely male 
subject rating a lonely female subject. And also that 
lonely males overall provide the most negative evaluations. 
This evidence does to some extent suggest that the 
hypotheses offered here will prove to be valid. Male
subjects, therefore, are likely to view lonely stimulus 
persons more negatively than female subjects (if such
subjects respond in a stereotypically feminine manner), 
regardless of the subjects' own state of loneliness, and 
lonely male subjects should provide the most negative 
ratings of all subjects. Finally, these effects should be 
most pronounced when the subject and the stimulus person are 
of the opposite-sex.
The hypotheses presented here are generally of a
speculative nature, having little basis in previous research 
on this topic. Again, this study is investigating a
hitherto unexplored area, and therefore, hypotheses must be 
of a tentative nature.
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CHAPTER II 
Methods
Subjects
Subjects were male and female students in an 
introductory psychology course at the University of Montana 
who participated in this experiment for course credit. 
Initially, as many as 350 students participated in the first 
phase of this experiment. 112 of these students were asked 
to participate in the actual experiment, selected to create 
a sample of half males and half females, and half high 
loneliness and half low loneliness subjects based on scores 
on the ULS (Russell, Peplau & Ferguson, 1978).
Procedures
This experiment consisted o f a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2  Factorial 
design (see Diagram) utilizing a matched random assignment
Insert Diagram about here
of subjects. Four variables were studied: sex of subject,
loneliness of subjects, loneliness of stimulus person (SP),
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LONELY SP
NONLONELY
LONELY SP
NONLONELY
DIAGRAM
LONELY SUBJECT__________.______________ NONLONELY SUBJECT
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
SEX-MATCHED
LONELY SUBJECT NONLONELY SUBJECT
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
NON SEX-MATCHED
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and sex-matching of the subjects and the SP. The level of 
loneliness of the subject was determined by scores on the
ULSr creating two groups: a high loneliness group,
consisting of the highest 28 scores for male and female
subjects (range from 40-78), and a low loneliness group, 
consisting of the lowest 28 scores for male and female
subjects (range from 20-30). The loneliness of the SP, 
presented to the subject in video-tape format, was 
determined by the instructional set given to the subject at 
the beginning of the experiment. Subjects were told that 
the SP was either an undergraduate volunteer participating 
in a study on interpersonal interactions, in the nonlonely 
condition, or an undergraduate volunteer participating in a 
study on loneliness in the lonely condition (see Procedures, 
Part II, p. 44 , for details). And, finally, the subjects 
and video-taped SP were matched with regard to sex of each, 
creating two groups: one in which the subjects were the
same sex as that of the SP, and the other in which the 
subjects were the opposite sex as that of the SP. A 
comparison of the responses made by male and female subjects 
was also done to check for any sex differences in any of the 
conditions. Subjects were randomly assigned using a random 
numbers table to one of eight conditions
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after being matched with regard to sex of subject and 
subject score on the ULS.
Part I. An initial testing session was held using as 
many subjects as possible from the introductory psychology 
subject pool (approximately 350). During these sessions 
subjects met in groups of 50 to 100 in a regular classroom 
setting. Each subject was given a packet containing a 
series of self-report measures (ULS, Adjective Checklist, 
Beck Depression Inventory, Attitude Questionaire). Subjects 
were asked to put their names and phone numbers on the cover 
page of the packet (a simple title sheet reading 
"Personality Testing") and their initials on each page of 
the booklet. This was to allow the experimenter to contact 
subjects for further participation in the second half of the 
study, and names were destroyed when the title sheet was 
removed, following contacting subjects. Subjects were then 
instructed to read the instructions for each of the scales 
in the booklet carefully and to complete each one in as 
conscientious and honest manner as possible. They were also 
told that if they were unclear as to directions or had any 
questions, to please raise their hands, and an experimenter 
would try to assist them. After subjects had completed 
their packets, they were allowed to leave, and no debriefing 
was done at that time.
Page 44
As stated above each packet contained a series of 
self-report scales, one of which was utilized in the actual 
investigation. The rest of the scales presented in this 
packet served to disguise the true focus of the experiment. 
In each packet, the subject first completed the Adjective 
Checklist (ACL; Gough, 1960), followed by an attitude 
questionaire, then the ULS, and finally the Depression 
Inventory. The order of presentation of the ULS was not 
varied between subjects, and this particular order had been 
chosen arbitrarily. These scales were not presented in a 
randomized order so that any variation in scale score due to 
order effects was held constant across all subjects. This 
was central to this study because the ULS was used as the 
selection criterion for subjects, and similarity of 
conditions under which it was completed were maximized.
The data from the ULS was used to select subjects for 
the rest of the study. 112 subjects, equal numbers of males 
and females, were selected so as to represent high and low 
scorers on the ULS. These two groups were created by 
selecting the highest and lowest scorers on the measure. 
The scores of male subjects in the high loneliness condition 
ranged from 40 to 72 (X=51.95, sd=7.77), and from 40 to 71 
for females (X=53.4, sd=9.07). The scores for male subjects 
in the low group ranged from 21 to 29 (X=25.3, sd=2.5) and
from 20 to 29 for females (X=24.4, sd=2.64). These scores
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were used based on the availability of subjects, and 
represent the distribution available to the experimenter. 
Selection procedures created two groups of 56 each, one 
group of high scorers and one of low scorers, and each group 
was composed equally of males and females, 28 males and 28 
females.
After these four groups had been created (high 
loneliness males, high loneliness females, low loneliness 
females, low loneliness males) each subject in a group was 
assigned a number ranging from 1 to 28 by means of the 
random numbers table. This resulted in every subject having 
some number between 1 and 28 within their group, and in a 
representative of each group having the same number (one 
subject within each of the four groups, a total of four 
subjects, had the number "14", for example). This procedure 
was used to assign matched groups of subjects (one from each 
loneliness condition) in successive order to either a (1) 
sex-matched condition or (2) a sex-opposite condition by use 
of the random numbers table. This process was simply 
accomplished by the experimenter going through the table, 
and if a 'one' appeared before a 'two' did, the subject was 
assigned as indicated above. The same procedure was used to 
assign subjects either to a (1) lonely SP condition or (2) a 
nonlonely SP condition. This process was continued until 
all subjects were assigned to groups. Subjects were then
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contacted by phone and asked to set up a one hour
appointment for their participation in the second phase of
this study.
Part II. Subjects selected for participation were 
notified and asked to attend a one hour appointment with the 
experimenter at the Clinical Psychology Center (CPC). When 
arriving at the CPC, in groups of ten, subjects were brought
into a room containing a video monitor, chairs,and a table.
They were shown two seven minute video tape segments,
supposedly part of interviews, and asked to complete the 
ACL, Interpersonal Judgment Scale (IJS; Byrne & Nelson,
1965), and a ten item experimenter-generated Likert scale of 
adjectives on each of the two SPs presented in these tapes.
These ratings were done immediately following the
presentation of each tape.
Depending upon which of the eight treatment conditions 
a subject was assigned to, the instructions and the videos 
presented varied (see Diagram, p. 40). Four separate video 
tapes were made prior to experimentation, two of female 
volunteers and two of male volunteers. Two scripts were 
generated consisting of general historical data, supposedly 
about the subject of the interview, and the two male and two 
female volunteers each used the same two scripts. All tapes 
were pretested to establish that they were not viewed
differentially with regard to either script content or SP.
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All subjects viewed two tapes, the order of which was 
constant for all subjects, and saw only one sex of SP, which 
one determined by the sex of subject in conjunction with the 
treatment group to which he or she was assigned, either same 
or different sex from that of the SP. The loneliness of the 
SP (or nonloneliness) was manipulated by the introductory 
statements made by the experimenter prior to showing the 
subject the videos:
LONELY: "This is a study of the way in which
people perceive other people.
I'll be showing you two 
seven minute video tapes of 
interviews with undergrad­
uate volunteers who agreed 
to participate in a recent 
study on increasing inter­
personal relationships of lonely college 
students. Both tapes you'll 
see are of the first interview 
between the lonely subjects and the exper­
imenter and all participants have agreed 
to have these tapes used in this research 
project. I'd like you to watch these tapes 
very closely, and after each one, I'll 
have you fill out three questionaires 
about the person you have just seen.
Any questions?"
NONLONELY: "This is a study of the way in
which people perceive other people. 
I'll be showing you two seven 
minute video tapes of interviews 
with undergraduate volunteers 
who agreed to participate 
in a recent study on the 
interpersonal skills of college 
students. Both of the tapes you'll
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see are of the first interview between 
the subject and the experimenter 
and all participants have agreed 
to have these tapes used in this 
research project. I'd like you to watch 
these tapes very closely, and after each 
one, I'll have you fill out three 
questionaires about the person you 
have just seen. Any questions?"
After subjects viewed the two video tapes and completed 
the questionaires, they were debriefed, asked if they 
suspected the hypothesis or area of interest, and allowed an 
opportunity to ask questions about the experiment.
Analysis
The data from this experiment consisted of scores from 
the three scales being used as the dependent variable in 
this research. A total attraction score, ranging from two 
to fourteen, was obtained from each of the subjects on the 
IJS. From the ACL, three scores were calculated, using 
scales described in the manual. The first score was the 
total number of adjectives checked, this score being used to 
classify subjects into one of five categories, utilized for 
the conversion of raw scores into standard scores. The 
other two scales, converted to standard scores by use of 
tables supplied in the manual, were the number of favorable 
adjectives checked (FAV) and the number of unfavorable
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adjectives checked (UNFAV). The final dependent measure, 
the ten item Likert scale, produced three scores for 
analysis. The first score consisted of the total of eight 
of the ten adjective pairs, giving a total score. Items six 
and ten (conventional-unconventional; emotional-not
emotional) were not used in calculating the total score due 
to the ambiguity of weighting these items. All score 
weights were reversed where necessary so that a high score 
reflected the positive end of the adjective pole and a low 
score reflected the negative one. The other two scores from 
this scale were the separate scores for attractiveness and 
loneliness, again with values reversed such that high scores 
reflect positive ends of the spectrum. These seven measures 
reflect the seven dependent variables utilized in this 
study.
An initial Pearson Correlation Coefficient was 
calculated for each of the seven variables across the two 
tape conditions utilized in this study. This was done to 
determine the degree of similarity of ratings between the 
two tapes. None of the seven variables produced 
correlations at a sufficiently high level to justify 
averaging the two tapes (Num=.8117; FAV=.0211;
UNFAV=.0248; IJS=.2737; Likert Total (PC)=.1065;
Attractiveness=.0102; Loneliness=.3486). Therefore a 
Split-plot analysis, using the two tape conditions as within
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variables, and the other four factors as between variables, 
was utilized in this analysis. Instrumentation
Video Tapes-. Video tapes consisted of seven minutes of 
memorized script containing a historical dialogue done by 
undergraduate volunteers. The video-taped SPs were two 
female and two male undergraduates of average physical 
attractiveness (initially determined by the investigator, 
and substantiated by the Pilot data). The use of two SPs of 
the same sex, and the procedure of exposing subjects to two 
SPs in the actual experiment was designed to diminish as 
much as possible any effects on the dependent variables due 
to characteristics specific to a particular SP. The tapes 
consisted of approximately seven minutes of historical data, 
during which subjects could both see and hear the SP, and 
could hear but not see the interviewer. The dialogue for 
each tape was predetermined (see Appendix, pp. 7-11) and 
confederates acting as SPs memorized these scripts. All 
tapes had the same person conducting the interview. Two 
separate scripts had been generated and each SP was required 
to learn only one, but the same two scripts were used for 
both sexes. Therefore, four tapes were created, one male 
and one female using script A, and one female and one male 
using script B. Subjects saw only one sex of SP, but heard 
the two different scripts presented by two different SPs. 
These four tapes were subjected to pretesting before the
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experiment for the purpose of checking for any differential 
characteristics in regard to SP physical attractiveness, 
general style of presentation, or differences due to script 
content.
UCLA Loneliness Scale. The ULS is a 20 item paper and 
pencil test reflecting the concept of loneliness (see 
Appendix, P. 2). Each item is responded to according to 
the frequency with which the subject can endorse the 
statement, ranging over a four point continuum of 
"Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often". According to the original 
publication of the scale (Russell, et. al., 1978) it was 
standardized on 492 subjects, drawn from a standard subject 
pool of introductory psychology students, from two different 
universities. It has fairly high reliability, internal 
consistency of .96, and test-retest correlations of .73 over 
a two month period. The validity was established by 
correlating scale scores with self-reports of loneliness and 
this correlation was significant. A significant difference 
was also found between the mean scale score of a normal 
versus a clinical sample. Horowitz and French (1979) supply 
some validity data for the ULS by contrasting the self­
statements of lonely versus nonlonely subjects, as 
classified by the ULS. Marked differences were found 
between these two groups.
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The Adjective Checklist.; The Adjective Checklist (ACL; 
Gough& Heilburnr 1980) is a paper and pencil scale 
consisting of 300 alphabetically ordered adjectives (see 
Appendix, pp. 2-3). The scale may be used for either 
descriptions of self or of others and merely requires 
subjects to check all adjectives which they can ascribe to 
the subject in question. There are 37 scales available in 
scoring the ACL, only three of which, the total number of 
adjectives checked (Num), the number of favorable adjectives 
checked (FAV), and the number of unfavorable adjectives 
checked (UNFAV), were of interest in this investigation.
The normative data, basis for conversion of raw scores, 
are based on samples of 5,23 8 males and 4,144 females drawn 
from various subsamples including high school, college, 
psychiatric patients, and general adult population. The 
reliability for this scale is quite adequate, with mean 
Alpha Coefficient of .75 and mean test-retest of .65 across 
all scales. The Alpha Coefficient for the FAV and UNFAV 
scales are .95 and .92 respectively, with no such 
coefficient available for the Num scale. The test-retest 
coefficients for the three scales are .64 for males and .85 
for females on the Num scale, .62 for males and .60 for 
females on the FAV scale, and .65 for males and .76 for 
females on the UNFAV scale. These reliability coefficients 
suggest this scale is adequate for experimental use. The
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validity of the ACL rests primarily in terms of its face 
validity, covering a wide range of possible adjectives, and 
then separately for each of its individual scales. Some of 
the scales utilized in the ACL have been highly criticized 
in terms of validity, however this does not apply to the 
three being used in this investigation. The items chosen 
for the FAV and UNFAV scales were based on a Q-sort 
technique using college undergraduates selecting the most 
and least favorable adjectives. A thorough factor analysis 
of the scale content reveals a minimum correlation between 
factors indicating the scales ability to measure different 
things. The manual further reports the utility of these 
scales for various situations, including self and other 
evaluation. Although some problems have been noted with 
this scale, the reliability data are quite strong, the 
standardization data are substantial and the validity data, 
at least for the three scales in question, appears to be 
adequate for experimental use.
Likert Scale. A ten-item Likert scale was generated by 
the experimenter for use in this study (see Appendix, P. 
6). Each item consisted of two opposite adjectives, one 
reflecting the positive end of that personality dimension 
and the other reflecting the negative end (i.e., 
lonely-nonlonely). Subjects were asked to rate the tape on 
a seven.point continuum for each of the ten adjective pairs.
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The weighting was balanced such that for half of the items 
the positive end was. '1', and the negative end was '7', and 
for the other half of the items the positive end was '7' and 
the negative end was 'I*. Two of the ten adjectives were of 
primary interest in this investigation, and thus were viewed 
as separate dependent variables: degree of loneliness and
degree of attractiveness. The other items, although six of 
these were added to the two to calculate a total score, were 
at least partially used as filler item.
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Pilot Study
Prior to beginning this investigation, a pilot study 
was conducted. The major focus of this study was to attain 
information about the equivalency of the interviews, 
regarding both the SPs and the actual content of the 
interview. Also, this study was used to ascertain the 
degree to which the experimental manipulation was effective 
and obvious to the subjects involved in this investigation.
Subjects. 17 introductory psychology students, 9
females and 8 males, participated in this study for course
credit. None of these subjects was allowed to participate
in any other aspect of this study, and pretesting for degree
*
of loneliness of subject was not conducted (see Procedures, 
Part I, P. 41, For Details of Pretesting). Subjects 
participating in this experiment were asked to report to the 
Clinical Psychology Center for a one hour appointment. 
Subjects met in groups, ranging from 3 to 5 subjects per 
group, determined by subject availability.
Procedures. Subjects were brought to the Clinical 
Psychology Center, and were seen in a classroom containing a 
table, chairs, and a video monitor. Subjects had heen 
randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions 
based on the time and date they selected for participation. 
The four conditions were based on the sex of the video-taped
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stimulus person and whether these persons were labeled 
'lonely' or 'nonlonely'. These two variables created four 
groups: lonely female stimulus person; nonlonely female
stimulus person; lonely male stimulus person; nonlonely 
male stimulus person. All subjects saw two video tapes, 
both of the same sex, and completed the Interpersonal 
Judgment Scale (IJS; Byrne & Nelson, 1965), the Adjective 
Checklist (ACL; Gough, 1960), and a 10 item Likert scale, 
(see Appendix, P. 7; and Instrumentation Section, P. 54; 
for details). These three scales were completed with 
information pertaining to the video-taped stimulus person, 
and were completed immediately after presentation of each 
tape.
The manipulation of the perceived loneliness of the 
stimulus person was conducted by varying the introduction 
presented to the subjects. After viewing each tape, 
subjects completed the IJS and ACL along with the 10 item 
Likert scale. After completing the second set of 
questionaires, subjects were then asked a series of 
questions concerning the study (see Appendix, P. 13, for 
Interview Questions for Pilot Subjects). They were asked to 
respond to these questions on the paper provided, and in as 
much detail as possible. After this a short discussion was 
held with the group of subjects concerning the experiment, 
the hypotheses offered, and any general comments about the
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study which subjects wished to offer.
Analysis. Three major variables were analyzed to 
discern the similarity of the tapes: IJS total score,
rating of loneliness and rating of attractiveness both the 
latter from the Likert scale. T-Tests were then performed 
on the data. Three t-Tests were performed, analyzing 
different aspects of this study:
1. Tape A vs. tape B in the nonlonely condition, 
with male and female SP conditions 
analyzed separately.
2. Tape A vs. tape B in the lonely condition with 
male and female SP conditions 
analyzed separately.
3. Lonely vs. nonlonely conditions across both 
tapes with male and female SP 
conditions analyzed separately.
Results. In analyzing the perceptions of the taped SP 
in the nonlonely condition, there were five subjects who 
viewed the female tapes and three who viewed the male ones. 
T-Tests performed on the IJS, loneliness rating, and 
attractiveness raing for the female tapes revealed no 
significant differences between the two taped SP (IJS= .388, 
p> .05; LR = -1.846, p> .05; AR = 1.95, p > .05). The
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data for the male tapes also revealed no significant
differences between tape conditions (IJS = .54, p > .05; LR 
= 1.07, p > .05; AR = .69, p > .05).
The data for the -loneliness condition, tape A as 
compared to tape B, revealed no significant differences for 
either male or female SP. Female tapes did not differ
significantly on any of the three measures (IJS = -.29, p >
.05; LR = -.562, p > .05; ar = .26, p > .05). The male
tapes also did not show significant differences between each 
other (tape A as compared to Tape B) (IJS = -.056, p > .05;
LR = -1.09, p > .05; AR = .26, P > .05). There were four
subjects and five subjects per group respectively.
These data clearly indicated that there were no 
significant differences in the ratings of the two tapes for 
any of the conditions. This meant that neither the stimulus 
person acting in these films nor the content of the scripts 
elicited different evaluations of the tapes with these 
subjects. It was concluded therefore that the tapes were 
adequate to be utilized in this study as parallel forms, 
and, although this was also checked with the actual
experimental sample, could be used in an averaging process.
The final comparison made was between the two treatment 
groups: lonely condition versus nonlonely conditions,
averaged across tapes. This analysis was again done
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separately for male and female stimulus person conditions. 
The results from these data indicated a significant 
difference in tape ratings between the two conditions. 
Female tapes were rated in a significantly different way 
when in the lonely condition than when preceded by the
nonlonely instructions (IJS = 2.96, p< .05; LR = 2.81, p <
.05; AR = 2.45, p< .05). There were a total of nine
subjects who viewed the female tapes, four of whom were
assigned to the lonely condition and five of whom were 
assigned to the nonlonely condition. Subjects who viewed 
the male SP tapes also rated the tapes in the lonely and 
nonlonely conditions differently (IJS = 2.56, p < .05; LR = 
1.89, p < .05; ar = 2.38, p < .05). There were eight
subjects who participated in viewing the male SP tapes, five 
in the lonely condition, three in the nonlonely condition. 
As a final check on the differentiation between these two 
conditions, the words 'lonely* and 'nonlonely* were inserted 
into the ACL, and number of subjects who circled either of 
these adjectives was noted. In the lonely condition, eight 
of the nine subjects circled the adjective 'lonely1, and 
none circled the adjective 'nonlonely'. In the other 
condition, no subject circled the adjective 'lonely* and 
three circled the adjective 'nonlonely'. This indicated 
that the selection of the adjective 'lonely' to describe the 
SP was effected by the experimental manipulation.
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The data presented on the differentiation between the 
two experimental conditions argued strongly for the 
effectiveness of this manipulation. The ratings between the 
two conditions were significantly different for both sexes 
of SP and across all three measures. Also the selection of 
the adjective 'lonely1 to describe the SP appeared to be 
highly effected by this manipulation. This would indicate 
that the manipulation was salient enough to produce 
differential reactions to the tapes. The question remaining 
was whether or not this manipulation was so salient as to be 
obvious to the subjects as a manipulation.
Following the experiment, data were gathered about 
subjects reactions to this study as well as their ability to 
formulate the hypothesis under consideration (see Interview 
for Pilot Subjects, Appendix, P. 13). Subjects were asked 
to respond to questions concerning the experiment, one of 
which was to formulate the question of interest. Only in 
one case was loneliness mentioned in the responses made. 
This subject did not formulate a hypothesis per se, stating 
"both subjects seemed to be from small comraunities-perhaps 
there is a correlation between loneliness and a small area, 
huh?". Upon questioning, this subject did not report any 
indications that the loneliness information had been a 
manipulation and seemed to stress the environmental 
similarities in the tape dialogue. No other subject
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mentioned loneliness as a possible area of interest, nor did 
discussion prior to revealing the hypothesis elicit this 
variable. Most subjects formulated the hypothesis along the 
lines presented to them: how different people perceive
others, first impressions, how nonverbal behavior affects 
perception of others, how these decisions are made with 
limited information. This tended to indicate that the 
experimental manipulation was not so salient as to arouse 
subject suspicion.
Discussion. The data from this pilot study indicated 
that the experiment as designed would be effective. The 
tapes were rated similarly, so as to indicate that they were 
equally perceived by the subjects. The tapes, therefore, 
could be used as equivalent stimuli, to be averaged in the 
study. Also, the experimental manipulation, while producing 
significantly different evaluations of the tapes, did not 
overall elicit subject awareness of the manipulation. These 
data argued favorably for the effectiveness of the 
manipulation and the equivalency of the tapes. It was 
therefore concluded that the actual experiment could proceed 
as planned.
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CHAPTER I I I
RESULTS
The data from this experiment were analyzed using 
split-plot analyses of variance, and seven separate analyses 
were conducted. Each of the seven dependent measures were 
analyzed separately. Numerous interactions were revealed 
through these analyses, and Newman-Kuels tests of pair-wise 
significance were conducted on each significant interaction. 
The following is a presentation of these results for each 
dependent variable.
Adjective Checklists The ACL yielded three scores: 
the number of adjectives checked (NUM), the number of 
favorable adjectives checked (FAV) and the number of 
unfavorable adjectives checked (UNFAV). Each of these 
scores or dependent variables will be considered 
individually.
For the NUM scores, there was one three-way interaction 
(See Table 1) which was significant (F=8.994, pc.01).
Insert Table 1 about here
Page 6 3
Sources o f  
Variance
Sex of S ubject(S S )
Sum o f  
Squares 
6 8 .6 4
F -R a tio  
.70
Probabi 1 i 
.5 9 ns
Loneliness o f  S u b jec t(L S ) 14.00 .14 . 71ns
SS x LS 315.88 3 .21 .0 7 ns
Sex-Matching o f  Subject 
and Stim ulus Person(SM)
220.02 2 .2 4 . 13ns
SS x SM 2 3 .14 .24 .6 3 ns
LS x SM 31.50 .32 .5 8 nS
SS x LS x SM 8 5 .0 8 .87 .6 4 nS
Loneliness o f  Taped 
Stim ulus Person(LT)
117.16 1.19 .2 8 ns
SS x LT 4 .5 7 .05 .8 2 ns
LS x LT 3 11 .14 3 .1 7 .07^5
SS x LS x LT 3 9 .45 .40 .5 4 ns
SM x LT 189.45 1.93 .6 7 nS
SS x SM x LT 178.57 1.82 . 18ns
LS x SM x LT 14.00 .14 . ,7 1 nS
SS x LS x SM x LT 39 .45 .40 .5 4 ns
Tape C ondition(TC ) 37.79 4 .0 0 .0 5 *
SS x TC 8 5 .02 9 .0 0 .0 0 4 * *
LS x TC 2 .1 6 .23 .6 4 ns
SS x LS x TC 7 .1 4 .76 .6 1 ns
SM x TC 9 .6 4 .07 .7 9 ns
SS x SM x TC 85 .02 8 .99 .0 0 4 * *
LS x SM x TC 19 .45 2 .06 . 15ns
SS x LS x SM x TC 4 .5 7 .48 .5 1 ns
LT x TC 2 3 .1 4 2 .45 . 12ns
SS x LT x TC .00 .00 .9 6 ns
LS x LT x TC .8 8 .09 .7 6 nS
SS x LS x LT x TC .00 .00 .99 os
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Sources o f Sum o f
Variance Squares F -R atio Probabi1i ty
SM x LT x TC I"  79' 719 " " .67n3
SS x SM x LT x TC .45 .05 .8 2 ns
LS x SM x LT x TC 15.02 1.59 .2 1 ns
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC 3.50 .37 .55ns
Table 1. Analysis  o f  Variance ta b le  inc lu d in g  F - r a t io  and p ro b a b ilit ie s  fo r  the 
number o f  a d je c tive s  a su b jec t se lec ted  to  describe the stim ulus person 
from the l i s t  provided by the A d jec tiv e  C h ec k lis t (Num). A ll  analyses  
have 96 degrees o f  freedom.
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The factors were the sex of the subject by sex-matching of 
the subject to the SP by particular tape condition in the 
experiment. The results indicated that when considering the 
data collected from the Tape B condition, there was a 
significant difference between the number of adjectives 
female subjects ascribed to the SP of the opposite-sex when 
compared to those of the same-sex (Mean difference=3.97, p < 
.05). Female subjects identified significantly more 
adjectives when rating an opposite-sex SP than when rating a 
SP of the same sex. Male subjects, however, ascribed an 
equal number of adjectives to same- and opposite-sex SPs 
when in the Tape B condition (Mean difference=.21, p>.05). 
Female subjects also ascribed significantly more adjectives 
to opposite-sex SPs than male subjects ascribed to a 
same-sex SP (Mean difference=4.43, p<.05) or an opposite-sex 
SP (Mean difference=4.22, p<.05). There was no significant 
difference in the number of adjectives male and female 
subjects ascribed to same-sex SPs (Mean difference=.25, 
p> .05) (See Table 2). In the Tape A condition both male and
Insert Table 2 about here
female subjects ascribed more adjectives to the opposite-sex 
SP than to those of the same-sex, with male subjects 
ascribing fewer adjectives in the same-sex condition than 
female subjects (See Figure 1). Differences between the sex
Page
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 
Female SF 38.14
Tape A
Female Subjects 
Female SP 37.21
Tape B
Female Subjects 
Male SP 39.43
Tape A
Female Subjects
Male SP 41.18
Tape B
Male Subjects
Female SF 40.14
Tape A
Male Subjects
Female SP 36.96
Tape B
Male Subjects
Male SP 37.68
Tape A
Male Subjects
Male SP 36.75
Tape B
Table 2. Mean values of subjects’ scores on the Adjective Checklist,
number of adjectives selected to describe the stimulus person. 
Interaction Involves the sex of the subject by the matching of 
the sex of the subject and the sex of the stimulus person by the 
particular tape condition from which data was collected.
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Insert Figure 1 about here
of the subject rating tapes or the sex-matching of the SP 
and subject were not significant for the Tape A condition 
(See Table 2).
The second score utilized as a dependent measure , FAV, 
yielded one three-way interaction (See Table 3) which was
Insert Table 3 about here
significant (F=11.483, pC.Ol). The variables interacting in 
this analysis were: sex of subject by sex-matching of SP
and subject by particular tape condition in which 
evaluations were made. This interaction was also subjected 
to a pair-wise comparison using Newman-Kuels procedures (See 
Table 4). When subjects participated in the Tape A
Insert Table 4 about here
condition female subjects ascribed significantly more 
positive adjectives to opposite-sex than they ascribed to 
same-sex SP (Mean difference=16.64, p<.05). Female subjects 
also ascribed significantly more favorable adjectives to 
opposite-sex SP than did male subjects (Mean difference=
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opposie-sex-of SP 
same-sex as SP. 
Tape A condition 
Tape B condition
42
41
40
39
3S
37
36
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 1. Mean values for subjects' scores on Che Adjective Checklist, 
number of adjectives (Num) a subject selected to describe 
the stimulus person. Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by che matching of sex of subject to sex of stimulus 
person by the particular tape condition from which values 
were taken.
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Sources o f 
Variance
Sex o f Subject(SS)
Sum o f  
Squares 
1.97
F -R atio
.02
Probabi 1 
.8 9 ns
Loneliness o f Subject(LS) 25.11 .21 • 66ns
SS x LS 96.47 .79 • 62ns
Sex-Matching o f Subject 
and Stimulus Person(SM)
1788.79 14.64 .0005’
SS x SM 668.61 5 .47 .0 2 *
LS x SM 327.86 2 .6 8 .1 0 ns
SS x LS x SM 93.86 * 7 7 . .6 1 ns
Loneliness o f Taped 
Stimulus Person(LT)
242.36 1 .98 .1 6 ns
SS x LT 86.25 .71 • 59ns
LS x LT 173.25 1.42 . 25ns
SS x LS x LT 214.11 1.75 . 19ns
SM x LT 143.04 1.17 ,2 8 ns
SS x SM x LT 40.29 .33 .57ns
LS x SM x LT 8 .25 .07 .79ns
SS x LS X SM X LT 53.04 .43 ■ 52ns
Tape Condition(TC) 99.11 .81 • 63ns
SS x TC 575.36 4 .70 .03
LS x TC 32.25 .26 .6 2 ns
SS x LS x TC 30.75 .25 .62ns
SM x TC 357.54 2.92 • 09ns
SS x SM x TC 1405.00 11.48 .0 0 1 * *
LS x SM x TC 272.36 2 .2 3 .14ns
SS x LS x SM x TC 104.50 .85 • 64ns
LT x TC 313.50 2 .56 ■ l l ns
SS x LT x TC 86.25 .71 .59"s
LS x LT x TC 17.72 .15 . 71ns
SS x LS x LT x TC 2 .36 .02 • 88ns
Page 70
Sources o f  
Variance 
SM x LT x TC
Sum o f 
Squares 
51 .11
F -R atio
.42
Probabi 1 i ty  
.53ns
SS x SM x LT x TC 33.79 .28 .6 l"S
LS x SM x LT x TC 9.36
00o .77ns -
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC 10.72 .09 77ns ,
Table 3. Analysis  o f  Variance in c lu d in g  F - r a t io  and p ro b a b il i t ie s  fo r  the  
number o f  favo rab le  a d je c tiv e s  s e lec ted  by subjects to  describe  
the stim ulus person (FAV). A ll  analyses have 96 degrees o f  freedom.
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Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 
Female SP 40.43
Tape A
Female Subjects 
Female SP 37,43
Tape B
Female Subjects
Male SP 42.00
Tape A
Female Subjects
Male SP 54.07
Tape B
Male Subjects
Female SP 46.57
Tape A
Male Subjects
Female SP 42.21
Tape B
Male Subjects
Male SP 41.89
Tape A
Male Subjects
Male SP 42.50
Tape B
Table 4. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist,
number of favorable adjectives selected to describe the stimulus 
person (FAV). Interaction involves the sex of the subject by 
the matching of the sex of Che subject and the sex of the stimulus 
person by the particular tape condition from which the data was 
collected.
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12.07,p<.05). Male subjects rated both same- and
opposite-sex SP at approximately the same level (Mean 
difference=.29, p>.05), and also ascribed about the same
number of positive adjectives to the same-sex SP of the Tape 
A condition (Mean difference of opposite-sex Tape B and
same-sex Tape A=1.78, p>.05; Mean difference of same-sex SP 
Tape B and same-sex Tape A =2.07, p>.05). Only in the
opposite-sex SP condition utilizing Tape A did the male 
subjects ascribe distinctly more favorable adjectives to the 
SP, but this difference was not at a significant level. 
Female subjects did not ascribe significantly different 
numbers of favorable adjectives to same-sex SP in the two 
tape conditions (Mean difference=3.00, p>.05), though they 
did ascribe fewer favorable adjectives to the same- sex SP 
in the Tape B condition. They also ascribed a similar
number of favorable adjectives to the opposite-sex SP in 
Tape A condition. Only in the opposite-sex SP condition for 
the Tape B condition were the female subjects' ratings 
extremely different (See Figure 2 for elaboration).
Insert Figure 2 about here
Page
opposite-sex of SP 
same-sex as SP 
Tape A condition 
Tape B condition
S,
39 - -
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 2. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist,
number of favorable adjectives (FAV) subject selected to describe 
the stimulus person. Interaction involves the sex of the subject 
by the matching of sex of subject Co sex of stimulus person by 
the particular tape, condition from which values were taken.
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In analyzing the data from the UNFAV scores of the ACL, 
five two-way interactions were identified as significant 
(See Table 5). The first interaction was between the
Insert Table 5 about here
variables sex of subject and variables sex-matching of 
subject and SP (F=4.514, p<.05). This interaction indicated 
that female subjects ascribed more negative adjectives to 
same-sex SP than to opposite-sex SP, where as male subjects 
ascribed about the same number to both same- and 
opposite-sex SP (See Figure 3). These differences, however
Insert Figure 3 about here
were not found to be significant when a pair-wise comparison 
was conducted (See Table 6).
Insert Table 6 about here
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Sources o f 
Variance
Sex o f Subject(SS) 
Loneliness o f Subject(LS) 
SS x LS
Sex-Matching o f Subject 
and Stimulus Person(SM)
SS x SM
LS x SM
SS x LS x SM
Loneliness o f Taped 
Stimulus Person(LT)
SS x LT
LS x LT
SS x LS x LT
SM x LT
SS x SM x LT
LS x SM x LT
SS x LS x SM x LT
Tape. Condition(TC)
SS x TC
LS x TC
SS x LS x TC
SM x TC
SS x SM x TC
LS x SM x TC
SS x LS x SM x TC
LT x TC
SS x LT x TC
LS x LT x TC
SS x LS x LT x TC
Sum o f
Squares F -R ati o Probabi i i ty
.11 .09 . 76ns
.00 .03 ,8 5 ns
2 .36  1 .89  . I 7 ns
9 .0 4  7 .20  .0 0 8 **
27 .86  2 2 .1 8  .0 0 0 0 6 ***
3.75  2 .99  ,08ns
.54 .4 3  . 52ns
.00 .0 3  . 85ns
9 .0 4  7 .20  .0 0 8 **
.75  .6 0  . 55ns
.22 .1 7  .6 8 ns
3 .75  2 .99  .0 8 ns
1 .00  .80  . 62ps
.75  .60  .55ns
.54  .4 3  .52ns
2 .3 6  3 .2 7  .07ns
3 .75  5 .19  .0 2 *
.75 1 .04  .3 1 ns
.00 .06 .8 1 ns
1 .97  2 .72  .1 0 ns
.75 1 .04  . 3 lns
.36 .50 , 5 l ns
.54  .75 ,61ns
2 .79  3 .86  .0 4 9*
.00 .06 ,81ns
•75 1 .04  .31
.00 .06 .8 1 ns
Page 76.
Sources o f 
Variance 
SM x LT x TC
SS x SM x LT x TC
LS x SM x LT x TC
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC
Sum o f
Squares
495.04
318.25
183.97
133.61
F-R atio'"3.67
2 .36
1.37  
.99
P ro b a b ility  
 "EJgns"
. 12ns
,2 4 ns
.68ns
Table 5 . A nalysis o f  Variance in c lu d in g  F -r a t io  and p ro b a b ilit ie s  fo r  the 
number o f  unfavorable a d je c tiv e s  s e lec te d  by subjects  to  describe  
the stim ulus person (UNFAV). A ll analyses have 96 degrees o f  freedom.
I
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57
A opposite-sex of SP
56 • same-sex as SP
55
54
53
52
51
50
48
Female Subjects Male Subects
Figure 3. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the matching of the sex of the subject to the sex of 
the stimulus person.
f
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Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 56.05
Female SP
Female Subjects 49.33
Male SP
Male Subjects 51.43
Female SP
Male Subjects 51.02
Male SP
Table 6. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the matching of Che sex of subject and the sex of 
the stimulus person.
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 50.27
Nonlonely SP
Female Subjects 55.16
Lonely SP
Male Subjects 53.91
Nonlonely SP
Male Subjects 48.54
Lonely SP
Table 7. Mean values of Subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the experimentally manipulated loneliness of the 
stimulus person.
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The second two-way interaction which was significant 
involved the variables of sex of subject and the 
experimentally manipulated loneliness of the SP (F=9.470, 
p<.01; See Table 5). In this interaction, female subjects 
ascribed more negative adjectives to 'lonely' SP than to 
'nonlonely' SP (Mean difference=4.89, p>.05; See Table 7),
Insert Table 7 about here
though this difference was nonsignificant. Male subjects 
responded in the opposite manner, ascribing more negative 
adjectives to the 'nonlonely' SP than to the 'lonely' SP 
(See Figure 4). Again, however, the difference between
Insert Figure 4 about here
\
the male ratings of 'lonely' and 'nonlonely' SP was not 
significantx(Mean difference=5.37, p>.05).
56 • Lonely SP 
i Nonlonely SP-55
54
53
52
51
50
49
48
47
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 4. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable-adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the experimentally manipulated loneliness of the 
stimulus person.
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The last three two-way interactions for the UNFAV
scores all involved the variable of the particular tape 
condition to which the subject was assigned for the rating
(See Table 5). The first of these was an interaction
involving the sex of subject by the particular tape 
condition (F=13.184, p<.001). Female subjects ascribed more 
negative adjectives when participating in the Tape A 
condition than in the Tape B condition, and male subjects 
ascribed more in the Tape B condition (See Figure 5).
Insert Figure 5 about here
Neither of these differences, either for male or female
subjects, was found to be significant in pair-wise 
comparisons (See Table 8).
Insert Table 8 about here
Secondly, the sex-matching of subject to SP interacted 
significantly with the particular tape condition to which a 
subject was responding (F=3.850, p<.05; See Table 5). For
Page 82
• Tape A condition 
A Tape B condition56
55
54
53
52
51
50
49
48
47
Male SubjectsFemale Subjects
Figure 5. Mean values for subjects’ scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the particular tape condition from which the data was 
collected.
Page
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 55.39
Tape A
Female Subjects 50.04
Tape B
Male Subjects 48.27
Tape A
Male Subjects 54.18
Tape B
Table 8. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the sex of the 
subject by the particular tape condition from which data was 
collected.
Variables Mean Values
Same-sex as SF 51.88
Tape A
Same-sex as SP 55.20
Tape B
Opposite-sex of SP 51.79
Tape A
Opposite-sex of SF 49.02
Tape B
Table 9. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the matching 
of the sex of subject and the sex of the stimulus person by 
the particular tape condition from which the data was collected.
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Tape A conditions, subjects ascribed approximately the same 
number of negative adjectives to same- and opposite-sex SP 
(Mean difference=.09, p>.05; See Table 9), However, when
Insert Table 9 about here
subjects were responding to the SP in the Tape B conditions, 
they ascribed more negative adjectives to same- sex SP than 
they did to the SP of the opposite-sex (Mean difference= 
6.18, p>.05), though this difference was not significant
(See Figure 6 for elaboration).
Insert Figure 6 about here
Finally, the perception of the SP as 'lonely' or 
'nonlonely' as determined by the experimental manipulation 
interacted with the particular tape condition to which a 
subject was responding (F=4.114, p<.05; See Table 5). When 
subjects were responding to the Tape B condition, they 
ascribed more negative adjectives to 'nonlonely' SP than to 
'lonely' ones (See Figure 7). However, this relationship
Page 85
57
56
55
54
53
52
51
50
49
48
4 Tape A condition 
• Tape B condition
Sex-Matched Opposite-Sex
Figure 6. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the matching of 
the sex of the subject to the sex of the stimulus person by 
the particular'tape condition from which the data was collected.
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Insert Figure 7 about here
was reversed if the subjects were responding to the SP in 
Tape A condition, with the 'lonely' SP receiving a more 
negative evaluation than the 'nonlonely' SP . The pair-wise 
comparisons conducted on this difference, however, did not 
indicate that it was of a significant magnitude (See Table 
10).
Insert Table 10 about here
Interpersonal Judgment Scale. The data from the IJS, 
an indication of the degree to which a subject likes or has 
interpersonal attraction for a SP, yielded only one total 
score. Three interactions were found to be significant for 
this dependent variable, two two-way interactions and one 
three-way interaction (See Table 11).
Insert Table 11 about here
1
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55
54
53
52
51
50
Nonlonely SP Lonely SP
* Tape A condition 
a Tape B condition
Figure 7. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the experi­
mentally manipulated loneliness of the stimulus person by 
the particular tape condition from which the data was collected.
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Variables 
Nonlonely SP 
Tape A
Nonlonely SP 
Tape B
Lonely SP 
Tape A
Lonely SP 
Tape B
Mean Values 
50.20
53.98
53.46
50.23
Table 10. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Adjective Checklist, 
number of unfavorable adjectives selected to describe the 
stimulus person (UNFAV). Interaction involves the experimentally 
manipulated loneliness of the stimulus person by the particular 
tape condition from which the data was collected.
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Sources o f 
Variance
Sex o f Subject(SS)
Sum o f 
Squares 
.00
F -R atio
.30
P ro b a b ility
_92ns
Loneliness o f Subject(LS) .22 .05 • 83ns
SS x LS .75 .16 .6 9 ns
Sex-Matching o f Subject 
and Stimulus Person(SM)
104.50 21.80 .0 0 0 0 7 **’
SS x SM 81.36 16.97 .0 0 0 2 * **
LS x SM .36 .08 . 78ns
SS x LS x SM .22 .05 .8 3 ns
Loneliness o f Taped 
Stimulus Person(LT)
1.29 .27 .6 1 "*
SS x LT 57.01 11.89 .0 0 1 2 **
LS x LT. 8 .25 1.72 . 19ns
SS x LS x LT 1.97 .41 .53ns
SM x LT 5 .47 1 .14 ,29ns
SS x SM x LT 4 .86 1.01 .32ns
LS x SM x LT 6 .79 1.42 .24ns
SS x LS x SM x LT 16.61 3 .47 • 06ns
Tape Condition(TC) 4 .29 1.22 .2 7 ns
SS x TC 11.61 3 .29 • 07ns
LS x TC 5 .47 1.55 .2 ins
SS x LS x TC • 4 .86 1 .38 .24"S
SM x TC 27 .86 7.89 .0 0 6 * *
SS x SM x TC 1.29 .37 • 55ns
LS x SM x TC 9 .0 4 2 .56 . l l ns
SS x LS x SM x TC 3.25 .92 .6 6 ns
LT x TC 2 .36 .67 .5 8 ns
SS x LT x TC 1.29 .37 .55ns
LS x LT x TC .36 .10 .75ns
SS x LS x LT x TC .22 .06 .8 0 ns
Page
Sources o f Sum o f
Variance Squares F -R atio Probabi1'
SH x LT x TC 16.61 4 .71 .0 3 *
SS x SM x LT x TC 1.00 .29 .6 0 ns
LS x SM x LT x TC 3.25 .92 .6 6 ns
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC 4 .86 1 .38 .24"S
Table 11. A nalysis o f  Variance in c lu d in g  F -ra t1 o  and p ro b a b ility  fo r  the
s u b je c ts ' score on the In te rp erso na l Judgement Scale { U S ) in d ic a tin g  
the degree o f  in te rp e rs o n a l a t t ra c t io n  the su b jec t reported  fo r  the  
stim ulus person. A ll anayses have 96 degrees o f  freedom.
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The first two-way interaction involved the variables 
sex of subject by perceived loneliness of SP (F=11.889r 
p<.01). In this analysis, female subjects rated 'nonlonely' 
SP more favorably than they rated 'lonely' SP (See Figure 
8), though this difference was not at a significant level
Insert Figure 8 about here 
(Mean difference=.85, p>.05; See Table 12).
Insert Table 12 about here
Male subjects responded in the opposite manner (See 
Figure 8), indicating greater attraction toward the 'lonely' 
SP than toward the 'nonlonely' one. Again, however, this 
difference was not significant in pair-wise comparisons 
(Mean difference=l.17, p>.05).
A significant two-way interaction was also found 
between the sex of subject variable and the sex-matching of 
subject and SP (F=16.969, pC.001? See Table 11). In this 
interaction, the attraction female subjects reported for
Page 92
10 lonely SP 
nonlonely SP
9
8
7
6
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 8. Mean values for subjects' total scores on the Interpersonal
Judgement Scale (IJS) indicating the degree of liking a subject 
expresses for a given stimulus person. Interaction involves 
sex of subject by the loneliness of the stimulus person as 
presented to the subject through experimenter manipulation.
I
Page
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 9.73
Nonlonely SF
Female Subjects 8.38
Lonely SP
Male Subjects 8.73
Nonlonely SP
Male Subjects 9.92
Lonely SP
Table 12. Mean values of subjects' score9 on the Interpersonal Judgement 
Scale (IJS), reflecting subjects' Interpersonal attraction 
(liking) for the stimulus person. Interaction involves the 
sex of the subject by the experimentally manipulated loneliness 
of the stimulus person.
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 8.02
Female SP
Female Subjects 10.59
Male SP
Male Subjects 9.42
Female SP
Male Subjects 9.25
Male SP
Table 13. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Interpersonal Judgement 
Scale (IJS), reflecting subjects' interpersonal attraction 
(liking) for the stimulus person. Interaction involves the 
sex of the subject by the matching of the sex of the subject 
and the sex of the stimulus person.
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same- and opposite-sex SP was significantly different, on 
the other hand, male subjects did not differ in their 
ratings (See Table 13). Female subjects indicated
Insert Table 13 about here
significantly greater attraction for opposite-sex SP than 
for those SP of the same- sex (Mean difference*^.57, p<.05). 
Male subjects did not rate same- and opposite-sex SP in a 
different manner (Mean differences.17, p>.05), although they 
did express slightly more attraction toward the opposite-sex 
SP than for the same-sex one (See Figure 9).
Insert Figure 9 about here
Finally, the data collected from the IJS revealed one 
three-way interaction of significance involving the 
sex-matching of SP and subject by the perceived loneliness 
of the SP (the experimental manipulation) by the particular 
tape condition from which the data were collected (F=4.706,
opposite-sex of SP 
same-sex as SP11
10
9
8
7
Female Subjects
Figure 9. Mean values for subjects' total scores on the Interpersonal.
Judgement Scale (IJS) indicating the degree of liking a subject 
expresses for a given stimulus person. Interaction involves 
che sex of the subject by the sex-matching of subject and stimulus 
person, i. e., whether the subject is of che same- or opposite- 
sex as that of the stimulus person.
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p<.05; See Table 11). For subjects in the Tape A condition 
the ratings of attraction for the SP did not differ for
sex-opposite or sex-matched conditions (See Table 14).
Insert Table 14 about here
However, for subjects in the Tape B condition the responses
did differ (See Figure 10). Subjects viewing the tapes
Insert Figure 10 about here
of the same-sex SP significantly rated the SP as being less 
liked when the SP was portrayed as 'lonely' (Mean 
difference=2.93, p<.05). This difference, although not 
significant, was also true for the SP when portrayed as 
'nonlonely' (Mean difference=l.22, p>.05). The ratings
between the 'lonely' and 'nonlonely' SP did not differ 
substantially for the two conditions-same-and opposite-sex 
(See Figure 10). So, subjects expressed about equal 
attraction for 'lonely* and 'nonlonely' SP, but at different 
levels, expressing much less attraction for SP in the
Variables Mean Values
Same-sex as SP 
Nonlonely SP 9.04
Tape A
Same-sex as SP 
Nonlonely SP 8.39
Tape B
Same-sex as SP 
Lonely SP 9.21
Tape A
Same-sex as SP 
Lonely SP 7.89
Tape B
Opposice-sex of SP 
Nonlonely SP 9.93
Tape A
Opposite-sex of SP 
Nonlonely SP 9.61
Tape B
Opposite-sex of SP 
Lonely SP 9.64
Tape A
Opposite-sex of SP 
Lonely SP 10.82
Tape B
Table 14. Mean values of subjects' scores on che Interpersonal Judgement 
Scale (IJS), reflecting subjects' interpersonal attraction 
(liking) for the stimulus person. Interaction involves the 
matching of the sex of subject and the sex of the stimulus person 
by the experimentally manipulated loneliness of the stimulus 
person by the particular tape condition from which the data 
was collected.
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  lonely SP
1 nonlonely SP 
• Tape A condition 
A Tape B condition
12
11
10
9
8
7
Opposite-sex of SPSame-sex as SP
Figure 10. Mean values for subjects' total score on the Interpersonal 
Judgment Scale (IJS) indicating the degree of liking a 
subject expresses for a given stimulus person. Interaction 
involves the matching of the sex of the subject with the 
sex of the stimulus person by the experimentally manipulated 
loneliness of the stimulus person by the particular tape 
condition from which the data was collected.
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sex-matched conditions than in the opposite-sex conditions.
Personality Characteristics (10-item Likert scale). 
The data from the 10 item Likert scale consisting of 
opposite poles of ten personality traits revealed three 
variables for analysis: total score, rating of SP
loneliness, and rating of physical attractiveness of the SP.
The total score was based on eight of the ten items, all
weighted such that higher scores reflected more positive 
evaluations (See Instrumentation Section, p. 52). Each of 
the other scores was one score ranging from 1-7, with higher 
numbers reflecting the more positive adjective poles. Each 
of these variables and the data produced through them were 
be handled separately.
For the total score on the PC, three significant 
three-way interactions were evidenced (See Table 15). The
Insert Table 15 about here
first of these involved an interaction between sex of
subject, the loneliness of the subject as evidenced by score 
on the ULS, and whether the SP was of the same- or 
opposite-sex as that of the subject (F=9.210, pc.01). The 
pair-wise comparison did not indicate that any of the
1 0 0
Sources of Variance
Sum of 
Squares F-Ratio Probability
Sex of Subject (SS) 13.02 .54 .53ns
Loneliness of Subject (LS) .64 .03 , 87ns
SS x LS 62.16 2.56 .llns
Sex-Matching of Subject 
and Stimulus Person (SM) 224.00 9.21 .003**
SS x SM 66.45 2.73 . 10ns
LS x SM .29 .01 . 91ns
SS x LS x SM 117.16 4.82 .03*
Loneliness of Taped 
Stimulus Person (LT) 95.16 3.91 .047*
SS x LT 151.14 6.21 .014*
LS x LT 15.02 .62 .56ns
SS x LS x LT 8.64 .36 • 56ns
SM x LT 46.45 1.91 . 17ns
SS x SM x LT 1.14 .05 . 82tls
LS x SM x LT 24.45 1.01 . 32ns
SS x LS x SM x LT 20.64 .85 . 64ns
Tape Condition (TC) 325.45 15.78 .0003***
SS x TC 274.57 13.32 .0007***
LS x TC 24.45 1.19 .28ns
SS x LS x TC 1.14 .06 . 81ns
SM x TC 27, 16 1.32 . 25ns
SS x SM x TC 157.79 7.65 .007**
LS x SM x TC 21.88 1.06 .31ns
SS x LS x SM x TC 68.64 3.33 . 07ns
LT x TC 97.79 4.74 .03*
SS x LT x TC 141.45 6.86 .0099**
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Sources of Variance
Sum of 
Squares F-Ratio Probability
LS x LT x TC 2.57 .13 . 73ns
SS x LS x LT x TC 6.45 .31 .58ns
SM x LT x TX 31.50 1.53 .22ns
SS x SM x LT x TC 27.16 1.32 • 25ns
LS x SM x LT x TC 34.57 1.68 • 20ns
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC 15.02 .73 • 60ns
Table 15. Analysis of Variance including F-Ratio and probability for the 
subjects' score on the experimenter-generated Likert Scale of 
personality characteristics (PC). All analyses have 96 degrees 
of freedom.
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comparisons were at a significant level (See Table 16).
Insert Table 16 about here
When subjects were rating SP of the opposite-sex they did 
not rate SP differently. Both lonely and nonlonely subjects 
rated opposite-sex SP approximately the same, and female 
subjects basically rated SP the same as did male subjects, 
though slightly more positively (See Figure 11). This was
Insert Figure 11 about here
not true for subjects rating same-sex SP. Lonely female 
subjects ascribed less positive characteristics to same-sex 
SP than lonely males did for the SP of the same-sex (Mean 
difference=4.08, p>.05). Nonlonely females, however, 
ascribed only slightly less positive characteristics to 
same-sex SP than lonely males ascribed to same-sex SP (Mean 
difference=.93, p>.05). Female subjects also evaluated 
'lonely' SP more negatively than they evaluated 'nonlonely' 
SP, when SP were of the same-sex (Mean difference=2.33,
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects
Nonlonely Subjects 26.21
Female SP
Female Subjects
Nonlonely Subjects 30.69
Male SP
Female Subjects
Lonely Subjects 28.54
Female SP
Female Subjects
Lonely Subjects 30.25
Male SP
Male Subjects
Nonlonely Subjects 29.68
Female SP
Male Subjects
Nonlonely Subjects 30.29
Male SP
Male Subjects
Lonely Subjects 30.04
Female SP
Male Subjects
Lonely Subjects 27.61
Male SP
Table 16. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect the subjects' total score on.the scale (PC). Interaction 
involves the sex of the subject by the loneliness of the subject 
as determined by scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (ULS) by 
the matching of che sex of the subject with the sex of che 
stimulus person.
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—  opposite-sex of SP
—  same-sex as SP 
• lonely subject
A nonlonely subject
31
30
29
28
27
26
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure'll. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Personality
Characteristic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert 
scale. Values reflect the subjects total score on this 
scale. Interaction involves the sex of the subject by 
the loneliness of the subject as measured by the UCLA. 
Loneliness Scale (ULS) by the matching of the sex of the 
subject to the sex of the stimulus person.
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p>.05). Male subjects, on the other hand, evaluated 
same-sex SP presented as being 'lonely' more positively than 
those presented as being 'nonlonely' (Mean difference=2.68, 
p>.05). Males, therefore, evaluated 'lonely' male SPs most 
positively, 'lonely' and 'nonlonely' female SPs equally, and 
'nonlonely' male SPs the most negatively of all their 
ratings. Female subjects evaluated 'lonely' female SPs more 
negatively, then 'nonlonely' female SPs, and, finally, 
evaluated 'lonely' and 'nonlonely' male SPs about equally, 
and in a more positive manner than any of the female SPs 
(See Figure 11).
The second three-way interaction of significance from 
the PC total score involved the sex of subject by the 
sex-matching of subject and SP by the particular tape 
condition a subject's scores were taken from (F=7.652, p< 
.01; See Table 15). Female subjects in the Tape A 
condition were more positive in their evaluations of 
opposite-sex than same-sex SP, though only slightly so (Mean 
difference=.71, p>.05; See Table 17). Their evaluations
Insert Table 17 about here
were less positive overall than male subjects evaluations
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 
Female SP 26.25
Tape A
Female Subjects 
Female SP 28.50
Tape B
Female Subjects
Male SP 26.96
Tape A
Female Subjects
Male SP 33.96
Tape B
Male Subjects
Female SP 30.25
Tape A
Male Subjects
Female SP 29.46
Tape B
Male Subjects
Male SP 28.36
Tape A
Male Subjects
Male SP 29.54
Tape B
Table 17. Mean values of subjects' scores on che Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect the subjects' total score on the scale (PC). Interaction 
involves the sex of the subject by che matching of the sex of 
the subject and the sex of the stimulus person by the particular 
tape condition from which the data was collected.
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(See Figure 12), though this difference was not significant
Insert Figure 12 about here
for either opposite-sex (Mean difference=3.29, p>.05) or 
same-sex (Mean difference=2.11, p>.05) SP. For male 
subjects in the Tape B condition, the ratings of the SP 
varied even less than in the Tape A condition (Mean 
difference=.08, p>.05), and were more positive for the 
same-sex SP than for the SP of the opposite-sex (See Figure 
12). Female subjects, participating in the Tape B condition 
rated opposite-sex SP in a significantly more positive way 
than they rated same-sex SP (Mean difference=7.71, p<.05). 
Females also rated opposite-sex SP in the Tape B condition 
significantly more favorably than males rated the 
opposite-sex SP (Mean difference=4.5, p<.05) or than male 
subjects rated the SP of the same-sex (Mean difference=4.42, 
p < .05). Male subjects overall rated both same- and 
opposite-sex SP similarly, regardless of tape condition and 
they also rated them generally in a more favorable way than 
did females. Female subjects rated SP in the Tape A 
condition more negatively, consistently rated opposite-sex 
SP more positively than same-sex SP, and significantly rated 
the opposite-sex SP in Tape B as the most positive(See
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opposite sex of SP
34 same-sex
• Tape A condition- 
4 Tape B condition
33
32
31 X
30
29
28
27
26
25
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 12. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Personality Charac­
teristic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. 
Values reflect the subjects' total score on this scale. 
Interaction Involves the sex of the subject by the matching 
of the sex of the subject to the sex of the stimulus person 
by the particular tape condition from which che data was 
collected.
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F ig u re  1 2 ) .
The final three-way interaction revealed through the 
analysis of the PC total score involved sex of subject by 
perceived loneliness of the SP by particular tape condition 
from which ratings were gathered (F=6.860, p<.01; See Table 
15). In this analysis females participating in the Tape A 
condition ascribed significantly more negative adjectives to 
SP presented as being 'lonely* than to SP presented as being 
'nonlonely' (Mean difference=5.86, p<.05; See Table 18).
Their ratings were also significantly more negative
Insert Table 18 about here
than male subjects rating of 'lonely' SP in the Tape A 
condition (Mean difference=5.93, p<.05). Female subjects
rating of the 'lonely' SP in the Tape A condition was also 
significantly more negative than the ratings male subjects 
gave to 'nonlonely' SP (Mean difference=5.32, p<.05), though 
male and female subjects ratings of 'nonlonely' SP in the 
Tape A condition did not differ substantially (Mean 
difference=.15, p>.05). Females therefore, rated 'lonely' 
SP in the Tape A condition far more negatively than any 
other rating given on this variable, and more negatively
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Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects
Nonlonely SP 29.54
Tape A
Female Subjects
Nonlonely SP 31.25
Tape B
Female Subjects
Lonely SP 23.68
Tape A
Female Subjects
Lonely SP 31.21
Tape B
Male Subjects
Nonlonely SP 29.00
Tape A
Male Subjects
Nonlonely SP 29.46
Tape B
Male Subjects
Lonely SP 29.61
Tape A
Male Subjects
Lonely SP 29.54
Tape B
Table 18. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect the subjects total score on the scale (PC). Interaction 
involves the sex of the subject by the experimentally manipulated 
loneliness of the stimulus person by the particular tape condition 
from which data was collected.
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than male subjects rated these 'lonely' SP (See Figure 13). 
For the Tape B condition, male and female subjects were
Insert Figure 13 about here
equally positive in their evaluations, and evaluated 
'lonely' and 'nonlonely' SP about equally (See Table 18).
The second dependent variable arrived at through the 
use of the PC was the subjects rating of the loneliness of 
the SP on a seven-point scale (lonely=l; nonlonely=7). 
There were three two-way interactions and one three-way 
interaction which were significant through this analysis 
(See Table 19).
Insert Table 19 about here
The first two-way interaction was between sex of 
subject and sex-matching of subject and SP (F=22.184, p< 
.001). In this interaction female subjects significantly 
rated opposite-sex SP as less lonely than same-sex SP (Mean 
difference=l.11, p<.05? See Table 20). Male subjects did
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• Tape B
32
31
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29
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25
24
23
Male SubjectsFemale Subjects
Figure 13. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Personality Charac­
teristic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. 
Values reflect the subjects' total score on this scale. 
Interaction involves the sex of the subject by the experi­
mentally manipulated loneliness of the stimulus person by the 
particular tape condition from which the data was collected.
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Sources o f 
Variance
Sex o f Subject(SS) 
Loneliness o f Subject(LS) 
SS x LS
Sex-Matching o f Subject 
and Stimulus Person(SM)
SS x SM
LS x SM
SS x LS x SM
Loneliness o f Taped 
Stimulus Person(LT)
SS x LT
LS x LT
SS x LS X LT
SM x LT
SS x SM X LT
LS x SM X LT
SS x LS X SM x LT
Tape Condition(TC)
SS x TC
LS x TC
SS x LS X TC
SM x TC
SS x SM X TC
LS x SM X TC
SS x LS X SM x TC
LT x TC
SS x LT X TC
LS x LT X TC
SS x LS X LT x TC
Sum o f
Squares F -R atio  Probabi1i ty
124.50 .80  .6 2 ns
4 .29  .0 3  ,8 6 ns
294.86 1.89 .1 7 ns
550.00 3 .53  .0 6 ns
703.61 4 .5 1  .0 4 *
55.00 .35 ,5 6 ns
285.75 1 .83  .1 8 ns
3.25  .02 .88ns
1476.00 9 .4 7  .0 0 3 * *
2 .36  .02 .90ns
30.75 .20 .66ns
4 5 .54  .29 .6 0 ns
78.97  .51 .5 2 ns
477.36  3 .06  .0 8 ns
372.86 2 .3 9  .1 2 ns
4 .29  .03  .8 5 ns
1777.50 13.18 .0 0 0 8 * * *
86 .25  .64  ,57ns
12.54 .09 . 76ns
519.11 3 .85 .0 5 *
81.36 .60 ,55ns
501.00 3 .72  .Q54ns
495 .04  3 .67  ,06ns
689.50  5 .11  .0 2 *
53 .04  .39 ,5 4 ns
10.72 .08  . 78ns
234.11  1 .74  . 19ns
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Sources o f Sum o f
Variance Squares F -R atio Probabi1i t y
SM x LT x TC 5 .47 7.56 .0 0 7 * *
SS x SM x LT x TC . 1 1 .15 . 70ns
LS x SM x LT x TC . 2 2 .30 • 59ns
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC . 1 1 .15 . 70ns
table 19. Analysis of Variance including F-ratio and probability for subjects'
scores on the 'lonely'-’nonlonely' item from the experimenter-generated 
likert scale(xON). All analyses have 96 degrees of freedom.
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not rate same- and opposite-sex SP substantially different
Insert Table 20 about here
(Mean difference=.30, p>.05), and the ratings they made were 
not as extreme as those made by female subjects (See Figure 
14) .
Insert Figure 14 about here
The second significant interaction involving two 
factors was between the sex of the subjects and perceived 
loneliness of the SP (F=7.198, pC.Ol; See Table 19). Male 
and female subjects responded in an opposite fashion in 
their ratings of the SP as determined by the experimentally 
manipulated loneliness of the SP (See Figure 15), although
Insert Figure 15 about here
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Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 3.SO
■ Female SP
Female Subjects 4.91
Male SP
Male Subjects 4.16
Female SP
Male Subjects 4.46
Male SP
Table 20. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect subjects’ ratings of the loneliness of the stimulus 
person (LR). Interaction Involves the sex of the subject by 
the matching of the sex of the subject and the sex of the 
stimulus person.
Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 4.57
Sonlonely SP
Female Subjects 4.14
Lonely SP
Male Subjects 4.13
Nonlonely SP
Male Subjects 4.50
Lonely SP
Table 21. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect subjects' ratings of the loneliness of the stimulus 
person. Interaction involves the sex of the subject by the 
experimentally manipulated loneliness of the stimulus person.
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5.25
|opposite-sex of -SP 
•same-sex as SP
5 .00
4.75
4 .50
4 .00
3.75
3.50
3.25
3.00
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 14. Mean values for subjects' scores oh the Personality Charac­
teristic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale.
Values reflect the subjects' rating of the degree of loneliness 
of the stimulus person (LR). Interaction involves the sex of 
the subject by the matching of the sex of the subject to 
che sex of the stimulus person.
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A Lonely SP 
• Nonlonely SP
5.25
5.00
4.75
4.50
4.25
4.00
Male SubjectsFemale Subjects
Figure 15. Mean values for subjects’ scores on the Personality Charac­
teristic Scale, the experimenter-generated likert scale.
Values reflect the subjects' rating of the degree of loneliness 
of the stimulus person (LR). Interaction involves sex of 
subject by the experimentally manipulated loneliness of 
the stimulus person.
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these differences were not significant when pair-wise 
comparisons were conducted (See Table 21). Female subjects
Insert Table 21 about here
rated the SP presented as 'lonely' as being more lonely than 
the SP presented as 'nonlonely'. Male subjects, however, 
did the opposite, rating the SP presented as 'nonlonely' 
more negatively (lonely) than the SP presented as 
'lonely'(See Figure 15).
The last two-way interaction involved the particular 
tape condition to which a subject was assigned and the sex 
of the subject (F=5.191, p<.05? See Table 19). For
subjects in the Tape A condition, females perceived the SP 
as more lonely than did males (Mean difference=.21, p>.05;
See Table 22) and also more lonely than the SP in the Tape
Insert Table 22 about here
B condition (Mean difference=.46, p>.05). Male subjects
evaluated the SP approximately the same in both the Tape A
I
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Variables Mean Values
Female Subjects 4.13
Tape A
Female Subjects 4. 59
Tape B
Male Subjects 4.34
Tape A
Male Subjects 4.29
Tape B
Table 22. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect subjects' ratings of the loneliness of the stimulus 
person (LR). Interaction involves the sex of the subject by 
the particular tape condition from which the data was gathered.
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and B conditions (See Figure 16), though they did evaluate
Insert Figure 16 about here
evaluate the SP in the Tape A condition as slightly less 
lonely than in the Tape B condition (Mean difference=.05, 
p>.05). Therefore, the difference between tape conditions 
seemed to be for female subjects, but less important when 
involving a male subject.
Finally, one three-way interaction was discovered for 
the rating of loneliness from the PC scale (See Table 19). 
This interaction involved the sex-matching of subject and 
SP, the perceived loneliness of the SP and the particular 
tape condition (F=7.562, pC.Ol). The results from the 
Newman-Kuels analysis revealed no significant pair- wise 
comparisons (See Table 23). The data suggest, however,
Insert Table 23 about here
that when subjects were evaluating a SP of the same-sex 
there was little difference in their rating of the
5.25 • Tape A condition 
4 Tape B condition
5.00
4.75
4.50
4.00
Female Subjects Male Subjects
Figure 16. Mean values for subjects' scores on the Personality Charac­
teristic Scale, the experimenter-generated likert scale. 
Values reflect subjects' rating of the degree of loneliness 
of the stimulus person (LR). Interaction involves the sex 
of the subject by the particular tape condition from which 
the data was gathered.
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Variables Mean Values
Same-sex as SF 
Nonlonely SP 3.96
Tape A
Same-sex as SF 
Nonlonely SF 4.07
Tape B
Same-sex as SP 
lonely SP 4.29
Tape A
Same-sex as SF 
Lonely SF 4.21
Tape B
Opposite-sex of SP 
Nonlonely SP 4.75
Tape A
Opposite-sex of SP 
Nonlonely SP 4.61
Tape B
Opposite-sex of SP 
Lonely SP 3.93
Tape A
Opposite-sex of SP 
Lonely SP 4.86
Tape B
Table 23, Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect the subjects' ratings of the loneliness of the stimulus 
person (LR). Interaction involves the matching of the sex of 
the subject and the sex of the stimulus person by the experimentally- 
manipulated loneliness of the stimulus person by the particular 
tape condition from which the data was collected.
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loneliness of the SP regardless of the tape condition or
presentation of the SP as 'lonely' or 'nonlonely' (See
Figure 17). However, more salient differences were notable
Insert Figure 17 about here
when subjects were rating opposite-sex SP. When subjects 
were in the Tape A condition, they rated 'lonely' SP as more 
lonely than either 'nonlonely' SP (Mean differences 82, 
p> .05), or the SP in either the 'lonely' or the 'nonlonely' 
conditions in the Tape B condition (Mean differences93 for
lonely SP; .68 for nonlonely SP, p>.05). Also, subjects
rated same-sex SP as more lonely overall (excluding the 
'lonely' SP condition, Tape A) than they rated opposite- sex 
SP.
The final variable extracted from the PC scale was the 
subjects' rating of the physical attractiveness of the SP. 
Only one three-way interaction was found to be significant, 
though there was a significant main effect identified for 
the particular tape condition variable (See Table 24).
5.00 lonely SP ' 
nonlonely SP 
Tape A condition 
Tape B condition
4.50
4.25
4.00
3.75
3.50
Opposite-sex of SPSame-sex as SP
Figure 17. Mean values for subjects’ ratings of loneliness of the SP taken 
from the experimenter-generated Likert scale of adjectives. 
Interaction involves sex-matching of stimulus person and subject by 
loneliness of the stimulus person as determined by the experimental 
manipulation by particular tape condition from which data was drawn
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Insert Table 24 about here
The interaction involved the degree of loneliness of the 
subject, the sex-matching of subject and SP and the 
'loneliness* of the SP as manipulated by the experimenter 
(F=7.815, pC.Ol). Although Newman-Kuels analyses did not 
reveal any pair-wise significance, the differential 
responses are of interest (See Table 25). When subjects
Insert Table 25 about here
were themselves not lonely, they rated all but the 
opposite-sex 'nonlonely' SP as less attractive than most 
ratings made by lonely subjects. The exception to this is 
that lonely subjects rated same-sex ’lonely' SP more 
negatively than either their other ratings of SP or any of 
the ratings made by the nonlonely subjects. Nonlonely 
subjects rated the SP of the same- sex about equally whether 
they were depicted as 'lonely' or 'nonlonely' and rated 
opposite-sex SP also at this level when they were depicted 
as 'lonely'. Only the 'nonlonely' opposite-sex SP received 
a different rating when evaluated by nonlonely subjects, and
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Sources o f  
Variance
Sex o f Subject(SS)
Sum o f  
Squares 
3.02
F-R atio
1.95
Probabi1i ty  
. 16ns
Loneliness o f Subject(LS) .16 . 1 0 .75ns
SS x IS 4.02 2 .60 . n ns
Sex-Matching o f  Subject 
and Stimulus Person(SM)
4.57 2 .96 • 08ns
SS x SM 1.79 1.16 .28hs
LS x SM 1.14 .74 . 60ns
SS x LS x SM 1.14 .74 . 60ns
Loneliness o f Taped 
Stimulus Person(LT)
7 .88 5 .10 . 0 2 *
SS x LT 4 .02 2 .60 . l l ns
LS x LT . 0 0 . 0 1 . 91ns
SS x LS x LT 1.45 .94 . 6 6 ns
SM x LT .29 .19 . . 67ns
SS x SM x LT . 0 0 .05 . 82ns
LS x SM x LT 12.07 7.82 .0 0 6 **
SS x LS x SM x LT .64 .42 .53ns
Tape Condition(TC) 34.57 20.60 .0 0 0 0 9 ***
SS x TC 3.50 2.09 . 15ns
LS x TC .29 .17 . 6 8 ns
SS x LS x TC 2.57 1.53 . 2 2 ns
SM x TC .45 .27 . 61ns
SS x SM x TC 1.45 . 8 6 ,64ns
LS x SM x TC 2.16 1.29 . 26ns
SS x LS x SM x TC .16 .09 . 76ns
LT x TC 4 .57 2 .72 ,098ns
SS x LT x TC . 0 0 .04 • 83ns
LS x LT x TC 3 .50 2 .09 . 15ns
SS x LS x LT x TC .64 .38 . 5 4 ns
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Sources o f Sum o f
Variance Squares F-R atio P ro b ab ili
SM x LT x TC .45 .27 .61ns
SS x SM x LT x TC .16 .096 . 76ns
LS x SM x LT x TC .16 .096 . 76ns
SS x LS x SM x LT x TC 2 .16 1.29 • 26ns
Table 24. Analysis of Variance including F-racio and probability for subjects' 
scores on the 'attractive'-'unattractive' item from the experimenter- 
generated likert scale (ATT). All analyses have 96 degrees of freedom.
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Variables Mean Values'
Nonlonely Subject 
Same-sex as SP 3.32
Nonlonely SF
Nonlonely Subj ect 
Same-sex as SF 3.36
Lonely SF
Nonlonely Subject 
Opposite-sex of SP 4.14
Nonlonely SP
Nonlonely Subject 
Opposite-sex of SF 3.39
Lonely SP
Lonely Subject 
Same-sex as SF 4.00
Nonlonely SF
Lonely Subject 
Same-sex as SP 3.07
Lonely SF
Lonely Subject 
Opposite-sex of SP
Nonlonely SP .3.61
Lonely Subj ect 
Opposite-sex of SP 3.75
Lonely SP
Table 25. Mean values of subjects' scores on the Personality Character­
istic Scale, the experimenter-generated Likert scale. Values 
reflect the subjects' ratings of the physical attractiveness 
of the stimulus person (ATT). Interaction involves the loneliness 
of the subject as determined by scores on the UCLA Loneliness 
Scale (ULS) by the matching of the sex of the subject and the 
sex of the stimulus person by the experimentally manipulated 
loneliness of the stimulus person.
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this was more positive than the other evaluations of 
attractiveness given by nonlonely subjects (See Figure 18). 
Lonely subjects tended
Insert Figure 18 about here
to rate the attractiveness of the SP as being greater, but 
there were exceptions. Lonely subjects rated same-sex 
'lonely' SP more negatively. So, lonely subjects were more 
negative about the 'loneliness' of the SP if that SP was of 
the same- rather than opposite-sex, where nonlonely subjects 
did not make this distinction. Also, except for same-sex 
'lonely' SP, lonely subjects' ratings tended to be more 
positive than the ratings of nonlonely subjects.
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—  opposite-sex of SP
4.25 Lonely SP 
Nonlonely SP
4.00
3 .75
3 .50
3.25
3.00
Nonlonely Subjects Lonely Subjects
Figure 18. Mean values for subjects' scores on the physical attractiveness 
item on the experimenter-generated likert scale (ATT). Inter­
action involves the sex-matching of subject and stimulus person 
by the loneliness of the subject as measured by the UCLA 
Loneliness Scale (ULS) by the experimentally manipulated 
loneliness of the stimulus person.
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCHSfiJQN
The results of this investigation did not, overall, 
support the hypotheses. In the following section each of 
the four variables of interest in this study (sex of 
subject, loneliness of subject, sex-matching of subject and 
stimulus person, and the manipulated loneliness of the 
stimulus person) will be discussed. However, the first area 
which must be addressed in understanding the meaning of the 
research, is the variable of the specific tape condition to 
which a subject was responding.
Originally, this investigation utilized two taped 
stimulus persons per condition as a check on specific 
characteristics which any one individual might possess. 
Pilot data indicated that these two stimulus conditions were 
equivalent, and thus the design for the rest of the study 
proceeded as planned. However, when the results from the 
subsequent experimental sample were examined, the tapes did 
not prove to be equivalent. Rather, the tape condition 
proved to be an important factor in the reactions subjects 
had to any of the other variables. There was not, however, 
any apparent overall difference between the tape conditions
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when just considered alone, and no clear evidence that one 
condition was better or more accurate than another. The 
tape variable had its most salient effect when interacting 
with one of the other factors of interest in this 
investigation. The effect of the specific tape condition on 
the variables of interest in this investigation will now be 
examined.
Male and female subjects responded in an opposite 
fashion to the two tape conditions, females preferring Tape 
B condition and males preferring Tape A condition. The 
reasons behind this opposite reaction to the two stimuli 
situations is impossible to determine. When one considers 
the variable of sex-matching, the two tape conditions also 
elicited different responses. The Tape B condition elicited 
more favorable responses for the opposite-sex stimulus 
person than for the stimulus person of the same-sex. This 
difference, however, was not generally evident when the 
stimulus condition was Tape A. An initial hypothesis that 
was entertained was that this effect was due to the 
influence of the physical attractiveness of the stimulus 
person. However, there was not a significant difference 
paralleling this on the dependent measure which directly 
measured physical attractiveness. Therefore, the hypothesis 
that the differential ratings of opposite- and same-sex 
stimulus person was due to the physical attractiveness of
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the individual has not been supported by the data. When 
female subjects were rating opposite-sex stimulus persons 
they rated them in a much more favorable manner as compared 
to stimulus persons of the same sex, if in the Tape B
condition. In the Tape A condition, although still
evaluating an opposite- sex stimulus person more favorably
than one of the same-sex, they did so to a lesser extent.
It is possible that there was some characteristic of the 
male stimulus person in the Tape B condition which affected 
female subjects' ratings, and, as this difference is not 
apparent for the male subjects, it is likely to be related 
to attraction of a romantic rather than friendship nature. 
The specific nature of this difference, however, is 
impossible to determine based solely on the data presented 
in this study. Certainly, the dimension which is most 
obvious, the one of physical attractiveness, has not been 
shown to have much support. Therefore, at this time, this 
difference is uninterpretable based on the data collected 
from this study, though it can be hypothesized that the 
factors influencing these results are more likely to be 
related to attraction involved in romantic as opposed to 
friendship relationships.
The specific tape condition also influenced the 
evaluations elicited by the experimental manipulation of 
perceived loneliness of the stimulus person, and, again, in
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an opposite manner. In the Tape A condition, the 'lonely' 
stimulus person was evaluated more negatively than the 
'nonlonely' stimulus person, but in the Tape B condition the 
opposite was true, the 'lonely' stimulus person was 
evaluated more positively than the 'nonlonely' one. This 
reversal is extremely difficult to explain. However, this 
difference was significant for both, but greater for female 
subjects, as male subject ratings showed less
differentiation between 'lonely' and 'nonlonely' stimulus 
persons. These results indicated that the reversal of 
evaluations given in the two tape conditions ('lonely' and 
'nonlonely') may be due largely to the responses of female 
subjects. It could then be hypothesized that the effect of 
the manipulation was lessened due to whatever
characteristics had affected female subjects responses to a 
particular stimulus person in the Tape B condition. This 
might have created unrealistically high evaluation for the 
entire Tape B condition. However, on the basis of the data 
presented, it is impossible to convincingly determine the 
exact reasons behind these discrepancies.
It appears, overall, that female subjects responded 
much more favorably to the stimulus persons in the Tape B 
condition than in the Tape A condition, a difference absent 
or reversed when male subjects were evaluating that same 
stimulus person. The experimental manipulation, although
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eliciting a more negative evaluation of the 'lonely'
stimulus person in the Tape A condition, did not do so in
the Tape B condition. Apparently, the characteristics 
responsible for the positive evaluations of the Tape B
stimulus persons were more salient than the information 
regarding the loneliness of the stimulus person. Also, it
is the opposite- sex stimulus person in the Tape B condition
who was evaluated most positively with this difference
absent in the Tape A condition. Since this difference is
(
most salient for female subjects, it is likely that there 
are specific characteristics of the Tape B condition male 
stimulus person which were eliciting highly favorable
evaluations by female subjects. However, the evidence is 
far from conclusive. It is also possible that the tape 
scripts for tape conditions A and B differed, creating 
differential evaluations. This is less likely, though, due 
to the lack of differential ratings by male subjects. It is 
impossible to determine which set of responses, either the 
patterns of responses for A or for B, are most accurate. 
Therefore, where the responses of subjects differ due to the 
variable of the tape condition, there is no way to determine 
which represent responses to the variables under 
investigation and which represent responses to variables 
specific to that tape condition. Results from this 
investigation, therefore, must be viewed with caution as 
there was apparently an unforseen stimulus person specific
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variable operating upon the perceptions.
The sex of the subject doing the evaluations of the 
stimulus person was a prominent variable, and was involved 
in numerous interactions. Male and female subjects 
responded differently in this investigation, and rarely in 
the predicted directions. Female subjects, overall, tended 
to evaluate opposite-sex stimulus persons more favorably 
than same-sex stimulus persons. This difference, however, 
was not evident for male subjects. Female subjects also 
tended to evaluate opposite- sex stimulus persons more 
favorably than same-sex stimulus persons in the Tape B 
condition more often than in the Tape A condition. This 
provides some evidence for the suggestion that the male 
stimulus person in the Tape B condition has specific 
characteristics, possibly related to some aspect of 
interpersonal attraction involved in romantic relationships, 
which affected the evaluations. Again, this difference was 
not noted for male subjects. There was no evidence, 
therefore, to support the hypothesis that male subjects 
would evaluate opposite-sex stimulus persons less positively 
than same-sex ones. The ratings made by male subjects were 
not different for same- and opposite-sex stimulus persons. 
The variable of sex-matching, rather, affected the female 
subjects, who evaluated the male stimulus persons more 
favorably than the female ones. This is an interesting
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finding, and in opposition to the hypothesized results. 
Females were apparently more affected by the opposite-sex 
pairings. It is possible that females were much more 
responsive to romantic motivation, as contrasted with 
motivation for possible friends, than were males.
There were very few interactions of significance which 
involved the variables of sex of subject and loneliness of 
subject {as determined by scores on the ULS). The absence 
of loneliness of subject as a significant variable in 
interactions with the sex of subject variable was possibly 
due to the difference between the two groups (high 
loneliness; low loneliness) being too narrow (see p. 143, 
for further discussion of this variable). There was, 
however, one measure which elicited different responses 
between the lonely and nonlonely male and female subjects. 
This was the Likert scale (PC). It was apparent here that 
female subjects, regardless of degree of loneliness, still 
evaluated opposite-sex stimulus persons more favorably. 
However, when the female subject was lonely, she evaluated 
the stimulus person of the same sex more negatively than did 
the nonlonely female. This finding coincides, at least 
partially, with the work done by Jones (1982). It 
substantiates his finding that lonely subjects evaluate 
people more negatively than nonlonely subjects. However, in 
Jones' work, he reported that lonely males made the most
Page 13 9
negative evaluation, a result not found in this 
investigation. Lonely males evaluated same- and
opposite-sex stimulus persons equally and more positively 
than female subjects evaluated same-sex stimulus persons. 
It was the nonlonely males who evaluated stimulus persons of 
the same sex in a negative way. These results directly 
contradict the hypothesis that males will rate male stimulus 
persons more positively than female ones, and also 
contradicts Jones findings that lonely male subjects 
produced the most negative evaluations. These results do 
suggest that perhaps the female subjects classified as 
lonely evaluate possible female 'friends' in a highly 
negative manner, and tend to save positive evaluations for 
male persons. The nonlonely female subjects did not 
evaluate other females as negatively as lonely females did, 
perhaps enhancing the likelihood of forming same-sex 
friendships, and thus decreasing loneliness. The fact that 
this difference was absent for lonely males, may indicate 
that loneliness in the male reflects a different problem or 
set of characteristics than in the female. A highly 
fruitful area of future research might be the further 
elaboration of the difference in the experience of 
loneliness for males and females.
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As a final note on the effects of the sex of subject 
variable, the experimentally manipulated 'loneliness1 of the 
stimulus person was evaluated. Again, the data contradicted 
the hypotheses offered. It was hypothesized that female 
subjects would evaluate 'lonely' stimulus persons more 
favorably than male subjects, if these females were 
responding in stereotypically feminine ways. It was also 
predicted that 'lonely' stimulus persons would be liked less 
overall than 'nonlonely' stimulus persons. The results, 
first of all, do not indicate one, consistent finding 
regarding loneliness of the stimulus person, the 'lonely' 
stimulus person was not evaluated more negatively overall 
than the 'nonlonely' one. Rather, the evaluation of the 
stimulus person was different depending on the sex of 
subject. Female subjects generally evaluated the 'lonely' 
stimulus person more negatively than the 'nonlonely' 
stimulus person. Male subjects, on the other hand, 
generally evaluated the 'nonlonely' stimulus person more 
negatively than the 'lonely' one. This directly 
contradicted the hypothesis that females would evaluate the 
'lonely' stimulus person less negatively than males would, 
however, as has been stated, this hypothesis was based on 
females responding in stereotypic fashion. Obviously, the 
females evaluated the 'lonely' stimulus person more 
negatively than did males. This finding is extremely 
difficult to explain. If the males had evaluated the
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'lonely' and 'nonlonely' stimulus persons equally, as they 
did, on one dependent measure, it might be explained by 
suggesting that females were more sensitive to the 
experimental manipulation than males. However, the reversal 
of ratings indicates that males were affected by the 
manipulation, but not in the predicted direction. Perhaps 
male subjects view loneliness as a more positive trait than 
do females, or at least react to it less negatively. It is 
also possible that some variable other than loneliness was 
manipulated. In other words, an extraneous variable could 
have been responsible for both the male and female subjects' 
responses, and the differences noted between them. This 
hypothesis becomes more tenable as there was no significant 
findings reported for the one dependent variable which 
directly measured perceived loneliness of the SP. 
Certainly, however, if the differences noted here between 
male and female subjects was to be replicated in future 
research, and found to be due to the 'loneliness' label 
rather than extraneous factors, it would be be a highly 
interesting and fruitful area for further investigation.
In summarizing the effect of the sex of subject 
variable, certain trends were evident. The female subjects, 
overall, appeared to evaluate stimulus persons in a more 
discrepant manner than male subjects did. Females evaluated 
opposite-sex stimulus persons more positively than same-sex
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stimulus persons, a trend not found for male subjects. They 
also evaluated 'lonely' stimulus persons more negatively, 
the opposite of which was evidenced for male subjects. Also 
lonely females tended to evaluate same-sex stimulus persons 
more negatively than nonlonely females, while it was the 
nonlonely males who evaluated same-sex stimulus persons the 
most negatively of all ratings by male subjects. Males and 
females responded in different, and often opposite fashion 
to the stimulus person presented in the various conditions 
of this study. One suggestion offered for the different 
pattern of responses by lonely and nonlonely male and female 
subjects was that the incidence of loneliness in men and 
women reflects different processes. This was noted as a 
possible area of future research. Also, it is possible that 
the negativity attached to the characteristic of being 
'lonely' is different for males and females. The evidence 
from this investigation suggests that females respond more 
negatively than males to this adjective when ascribed to a 
stimulus person. However, a note of caution must be offered 
due to the lack of certainty that it was loneliness and no 
other variable which was manipulated in this investigation. 
These findings do, however, merit further investigation and 
elaboration, and if substantiated could prove to be highly 
interesting and useful in the understanding and treatment of 
loneliness.
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The variable of whether a subject is evaluating a same- 
or opposite- sex stimulus person appeared to be significant, 
and was involved in numerous interactions. Overall, 
opposite-sex stimulus persons tended to be rated more 
positively than same-sex stimulus persons. This was even 
more pronounced when the subject doing the evaluation was 
female rather than male. Female subjects evaluated 
opposite-sex stimulus persons more favorably than did males. 
This appeared to be less extreme when the stimulus person 
was presented as being 'lonely' rather than 'nonlonely', but 
was still present. The data indicated clearly that 
opposite-sex stimulus persons were more favorably perceived, 
especially by females. This result certainly was not 
predicted, rather it was hypothesized that male subjects 
would evaluate opposite-sex others more negatively. The 
data obviously contradicted this prediction. These were the 
major findings of significance regarding the variable of 
sex-matching of subject and stimulus person.
There were very few significant findings which involved 
the loneliness of the subject as measured on the ULS. The 
high and low loneliness groups did not, generally, respond 
differently. It is likely that this lack of difference was 
due to the method of creating the two groups, using the 
highest and lowest scorers from the available sample. The 
high and low groups were simply not extreme enough to
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produce differential results. However, this same point 
argues for the results which were evidenced. When the two 
groups did differ, one can expect that these differences 
would be even more salient for more extreme groups, 
indicating that these differences are very likely to be 
strong differences between lonely and nonlonely individuals.
Lonely females evaluated the same-sex stimulus person 
much more negatively than did nonlonely female subjects. 
This indicated that lonely females tended to perceive other 
females in a more negative fashion than did nonlonely 
females. This negative perception of other females could 
then be a significant factor in the loneliness these 
subjects experience. These findings were not true for male 
subjects, however. It is possible that lonely males and 
females differ regarding components involved in their 
experience of loneliness. The scores on the ULS did not 
substantially differ between the males and females in this 
study, therefore, the degree of loneliness did not account 
for the difference in responses between males and females. 
Perhaps loneliness is a different experience or state for 
women and men.
Also, lonely subjects, in general, tended to evaluate 
the 'lonely' stimulus person more negatively than nonlonely 
subjects. This finding was evident in same-, but not 
opposite-sex conditions. Therefore, overall, lonely
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subjects evaluate other lonely people of their own sex more 
negatively than do nonlonely subjects. Certainly, this is 
in contradiction to the similarity-attraction literature, 
though as was discussed in the review of that body of 
literature, this relationship is somewhat ambiguous for 
personality traits. Sharing the trait of loneliness, at 
least within a same-sex pairing, did not lead to more 
positive evaluations of the person. Rather, the evaluations 
were more negative. Thus, it is possible that lonely 
individuals by evaluating other lonely individuals of the 
same sex in a negative manner, decrease their own access to 
the most likely arena of social contacts. They evaluate 
negatively the very individuals with whom they are most 
likely to be able to form friendships, others also in need 
of increased social contacts. This finding, although in 
definite need of replication, may indicate a major barrier 
to the lonely individual when trying to break free of the 
cycle of loneliness. Certainly, this area bears more 
intensive investigation and the other data presented would 
indicate a need to evaluate male and female lonely 
individuals separately.
Finally, the last variable of interest in this 
investigation, the loneliness of the stimulus person as 
manipulated by the experimenter , was a significant 
variable. That the stimulus persons presented as 'lonely1
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would be viewed more negatively throughout this 
investigation, as was hypothesized, was not evident by the 
results of this study. Rather, the evaluation of the 
stimulus person was effected by numerous variables. Female 
subjects, but not male subjects, evaluated 'lonely' stimulus 
persons more negatively than 'nonlonely' stimulus persons. 
Males responded in the opposite manner, evaluating the 
'lonely' stimulus person more favorably. Lonely subjects 
viewed the 'lonely' stimulus person more negatively, if the 
stimulus person was of the same sex, but not if they were of 
the opposite-sex. Nonlonely subjects rated 'lonely' 
stimulus persons negatively, regardless of whether they were 
of the same- or opposite- sex. Therefore, lonely subjects 
alone evaluated the 'lonely' stimulus person in a positive 
way, and then only when they were of the opposite- sex.
The manipulation of the 'loneliness' of the stimulus 
person did affect the evaluation of the stimulus person, and 
in general, in a negative way. The finding that male 
subjects rated the 'lonely' stimulus person more favorably 
than the 'nonlonely' one is impossible to explain. As has 
been stated elsewhere, it is highly unlikely that this 
difference is due to lack of sensitivity to the manipulation 
on the part of male subjects, but could be due to the 
manipulation of some variable other than loneliness. The 
males responded, however, contrary to both predicted results
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and to the responses made by females. Also evident is that
lonely individuals were more favorable in their ratings of
'lonely' stimulus persons if that person was of the
opposite- sex. This was not true for nonlonely subjects. 
The loneliness manipulation, therefore, did produce 
different evaluations of people under the above specified 
circumstances.
The results of this investigation which were perhaps 
the most important were two. One is that male and female 
subjects who are lonely responded differently. It is
possibly a fruitful area of further investigation to examine 
these differences. It is possible that the components of 
the experience of loneliness are different for males and
females. Further investigation into the differences evident 
here appeared to be a worthwhile avenue for future research 
on the topic of loneliness.
Also, it appears that lonely individuals, at least 
females, may be excluding themselves from their most viable
source of social contacts by evaluating same-sex others,
especially if they are perceived as lonely, in a negative 
manner. If loneliness is a deficit in social contacts which 
the person labels negatively and which is associated with
negative affect, such self- exclusion appears contrary to 
the direction of change for these individuals. It also 
appears that this practice, at least in this study, was
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evidenced as negative perceptions of others, and 
particularly same-sex lonely others. Again, this group 
(i.e., lonely females when referring to lonely female 
subjects) is the most likely resource for an individual to 
establish a social contact. Yet, the perceptions of 
individuals within this group being highly negative, 
excludes one from utilizing this as a social contact 
resource. Certainly, it is possible that the negative 
perceptions of same-sex, and especially same-sex lonely, 
others may be a causal agent in creating conditions of 
loneliness. It is also possible that this is a symptom of 
loneliness, defending oneself against others' rejections. 
It is also possible that it is simply a correlate of 
loneliness. More research is needed to both verify and 
further explore this finding and its exact relationship to 
loneliness. Certainly, if this finding proves to be 
replicable, and lonely individuals do restrict themselves 
from possible social environments, then it may be a 
productive area for clinicians to investigate.
This study only barely scratched to surface of the vast 
area of loneliness which needs so much further exploration. 
As has been clearly presented, this area is a significant 
one, and an area which is sorely in need of experimental 
data and understanding. Some questions of interest have 
been raised by this study, especially in terms of the sex
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difference between individuals experiencing loneliness.
Also the area of the perceptual or evaluative world of the 
lonely individual was brought into question by this study, 
both contradicting and supporting Jones'(1982) work. More
research is needed in this area in general, and specifically 
to understand the extent and interrelationships of the
findings presented here. This study certainly indicates 
some directions of further exploration, and adds to the 
scientific literature available on loneliness.
Summary* The purpose of this investigation was to 
explore the relationship between the label of loneliness, 
ascribed to an individual, and the perceptions of that 
individual. The degree of interpersonal attraction 
expressed for an individual and the adjectives which are 
ascribed to a person were the dependent variables of 
interest. The effect that portraying a stranger to a 
subject as 'lonely' or 'nonlonely' had on these evaluations 
was the major focus of the study.
The results of this investigation indicated that the 
relationship between the label 'lonely' and these variables 
was far from simple. It was hypothesized that this label 
would decrease interpersonal attraction and increase the 
negative adjectives ascribed to an individual. This did not 
appear to be the general finding. Rather, the evaluations 
of the individual depended largely on a wide variety of
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factors, sex of subject being perhaps the most salient. Men 
and women in this investigation evaluated individuals 
differently. More precisely, this difference is most 
noticeable when the males and females are themselves lonely. 
It appears that the experience of loneliness maybe different 
for men and women, based on the results of this study. 
Also, it appears that lonely individuals, at least females, 
may be excluding themselves from important sources of 
possible interpersonal relationships by evaluating same-sex 
others in a negative way. This was especially salient if 
the same-sex other was portrayed as 'lonely'.
This research study just barely scratched the surface 
of a highly significant and poorly researched area, 
loneliness. The results presented here are interesting, and 
suggest certain fruitful avenues for future investigation of 
the topic. Certainly, the differences in male and female 
experiencing of loneliness merits further investigation. 
Also, the negative evaluations elicited from lonely 
subjects, especially females, may be a profitable avenue for 
investigation of factors which create or perpetuate this 
experience in the individual. But, this is merely an 
exploratory study, and has far from exhausted the myriad of 
necessary investigations to be conducted before a 
substantial body of experimental research is established on 
the topic of loneliness.
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APPENDIX
DIAGRAM
LONELY SUBJECT NONLONELY SUBJECT
LONELY SP
NONLONELY SP
7 females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
SEX-MATCHED
LONELY SUBJECT NONLONELY SUBJECT
LONELY SP
NONLONELY SP
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
7 Females 7 Females
7 Males 7 Males
NON SEX-MATCHED
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UCLA LONELINESS SCALE
Indicate how often each of the statements below is descriptive of you. CIRCLE 
one letter for each statement.
0 indicates "I OFTEN feel this way”
S Indicates "I SOMETIMES feel this way"
R indicates ”1 RARELT feel this way"
N indicates "I NEVER feel this way"
1. I am unhappsy doing so many things alone 0 S R N
2. I have nobody to talk to 0 S R N
3. I cannot tolerate being so alone,'.   0 S R N
4. I lack companionship 0 S R N
5. I feel as if nobody really understands me 0 S R N
6. I find myself waiting for people to call or write 0 S R N
7. There is no one I can turn to 0 S R N
8. I am no longer close to anyone 0 S R N
9. My interests and ideas are not shared by those around me 0 S R N
10. I feel left out 0 S R N
11. I feel completely alone    0 S R N
12. I am unables to reach out and communicate with those around me.......0 S R N
13. My social relationships are superficial  0 S R S
14. I feel starved for company ,....* 0 S R N
15. No one really knows me well 0 S R N
16. I feel isolated from others   0 S R 3
17. I am unhappy being so withdrawn 0 S R N
18. It is difficult for me to make friends., 0 S R N
19. I feel shut out and excluded by others 0 S R N
20. People are around me but not with me 0 S R N
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THE ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST
This questionaire contains a list of adjectives. Please read them 
quickly and circle each on you would consider to be descriptive of the 
person in question. Do not worry about duplications, contradictions, and 
so forth. Work quickly and do not spend too much time on any one adjective. 
Try to be frank, and check those adjectives which describe how you 
really view this person.
absent-minded conventional forgetful irresponsible
active cool forgiving irritable
adaptable cooperative formal jolly
adventurous courageious frank kind
affected cowardly friendly lazy
affectionate cruel frivolous leisurely
aggressive curious fussy logical
alert cynical generous loud
aloof daring gentle loyal
ambitious decitful gloomy mannerly
anxious defensive good-looking masculine
apathetic deliberate good-natured mature
appreciative demanding greedy meek
argumentative dependable handsome methodical
arrogant dependent hard-headed mild
artistic despondent hard-hearted mischievous
assertive determined has ty moderate
attractive dignified headstrong moody
awkward discreet healthy nagging
bitter disorderly helpful natural
blustery dissatisfied high-strung nervous
boastful distractible honest noisy
bossy distrustful hostile obliging
calm dominant humorous obnoxious
capable dreamy hurried opinionated
careless dull idealistic opportunistic
cautious easy going imaginative organized
changeable effeminate immature original
charming efficient impatient outgoing
cheerful egotistical impulsive outspoken
civilized emotional independent painstaking
clear-thinking energetic indifferent patient
clever enterprising individualistic peaceable
coarse enthusiastic industrious peculiar
cold evas ive infantile persevering
commonplace excitable informal persistent
complaining fair-minded ingenious pessimistic
complicated fault-finding inhibited planful
conceited fearful initiative pleasant
confident feminine insightful pleasure-seeking
confused . fickle intelligent poised
conscientious flirtatious interests narrow polished
conservative foolish interests wide practical
considerate forceful intolerant praising
contented for.es igh ted invent ive precise
prejudiced
preoccupied
progressive
prudish
quarrelsome
queer
quick
quiet
quitting
rational
rattlebrained
realistic
reasonable
rebellious
reckless
reflective
relaxed
reliable
resentful
reserved
resourceful
responsible
restless
retiring
rigid
robus t
rude
self-centered
self-controlled
self-denying
self-pitying
self-punsihing
self-seeking
sensitive
sentimental
serious
severe
sexy
shallow
sharp-witted
shiftless
show-off
shrewd
shy
silent
simple
sincere
slipshod
slow
sly
smug
snobbish
sociable
soft-hearted
sophisticated
spendthrift
spineless
spontaneous
spunky
stable
steady
stern
stingy
stolid
strong
s tubborn
submissive
suggestible
sulky
superstitious
suspicious
sympathetic
tactful
tactless
talkative
tense
thankless
thorough
thrifty
timid
tolerant
touchy
tough
trusting
unaffected
unambitious
unconventional
undependable
unders tanding
unemotional
unexcitable
unfriendly
uninhibited
unintelligent
unkind
unrealistic
unscrupulous
unselfish
unstable
vindictive
versatile
warm
wary
weak
whiny
wholesome
wise
withdrawn
witty
worrying
zany
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INTERPERSONAL JUDGMENT SCALE
1. Intelligence (check one)
 I believe that this person is very much above average in
intelligence.
 I believe that this person is above average in intelligence.
 I believe that this person is slightly above average in
intelligence.
 I believe that this person is average in intelligence.
 I believe that this person is slightly below average in
intelligence.
 I believe that this person is below average in intelligence.
 I believe that this person is very much below average in
intelligence.
2. Knowledge of Current Events (check one)
 I believe that this person is very much below in his (her)
knowledge of current events.
 I believe that this person is below average in his (her) knowledge
of current events.
 I believe that this person is slightly below average in his (her)
knowledge of current events.
 I believe that this person is average in his (her) knowledge of
current events.
  I believe that this person is slightly above average in his (her)
knowledge of current events.
 I believe that this person is very much above average in his (her)
knowledge of current events.
3. Morality (check one)
This person impresses me as being extremely moral.
This person impresses me as being moral.
This person impresses me as being moral to a slight degree.
 This person impresses me as being neither particularly moral nor
particularly immoral.
 This person Impresses me as being Immoral to a slight degree.
 This person impresses me as being Immoral.
 This person impresses me as being extremely immoral.
4. Adjustment (check one)
 I believe that this person is extremely maladjusted.
 I believe that this person is maladjusted.
 I believe that this person is maladjusted to a slight degree.
 1 believe that this person is neither particularly maladjusted
nor particularly well adjusted.
 I believe that this person is well adjusted to a slight degree.
I believe that this person is well adjusted.
 I believe that this person is extremely well adjusted.
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INTERPERSONAL JUDGMENT SCALE (continued)
5. Personal Feelings (check one)
 I feel that X would probably like this person very much.
 I feel that I would probably like this person.
 I feel that I would probably like this person to a slight degree.
 X feel that I would probably neither particularly like nor
particularly dislike this person.
 I feel that I would probably dislike this person to a slight
degree.
 I feel that X would probably dislike this person.
 I feel that I would probably dislike this person very much.
6. Working Together in an Experiment (check one)
 I believe that I would very much dislike working with this
person in an experiment.
 I believe that X would dislike working with this person in an
experiment.
 I believe that I would dislike working with this person in an
experiment to a slight degree.
 I believe that I would neither particularly dislike nor particu­
larly like working in an experiment with this person.
 I believe that I would enjoy working with this person in an
experiment to a slight degree.
 I believe that I would enjoy working with this person in an
experiment.
 I believe that I would very much enjoy working with this person
in an experiment.
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PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS
Please describe the person you have just watched on the videotape in terms of the 
adjective pairs presented below. Each pair of adjectives contain a pair of 
opposites, and are listed to represent a seven point spectrum. Choose the point 
on the scale which best represents the person's level of this quality or 
characteristic. As in the example:
Good Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Where "1” represents very good, "7" represents very bad, and "4" represents 
neither or equally good and bad. Please choose only one number for each item, 
and circle it clearly.
1. Friendly
1
2. Nervous
1
Not friendly 
7
Not nervous 
7
3. Attractive 
1
Not attractive 
7
Lonely1 Not lonely 7
5. Humorous 
1
Not humorous 
7
Conventional 
1 2
Not conventional 
7
7. Self-disclosing Not self-disclosing 
7
8. Formal 1 Not formal 7
Confident1 Not confident 7
10. Emotional 1 Not emotional 7
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Tape A
I: Could you Cell me a little bit about your growing up years.
C: Well, with two older brothers I was pretty protected. They used to take care
of my sister and me, and play games with us. Craig, the oldest, was always
real good about taking us places, too. X remember X made my first trip to 
St. Louis with him. We have an aunt who lives in the city, and, gosh, X 
must have been like six or seven, and he was about ten. We went together on 
the but, and spent the weekend one summer with my aunt in the city.
Xt was a real neat time. And Tom, my other brother, really got angry 
because he didn't get to go along. I'm sure he gave me a hard time after 
X came back. Tom and I really got along the worst of all the kids. We 
fought alot and even now we don't get along that great. (PAUSE)Uh, X 
don't really know what else Co say.
X: You're doing very well. Please go ahead.
C: Well, let's see. (PAUSE) X went to grade school at a small school until
eighth grade, and then on to the county high school. Xt was a nice school, 
and X did pretty well there.
X: Grade school?
C: Yes, X was talking about grade school. Most of my teachers had been there
for a long time, and all my brothers and sister went there Coo. Xt used
to be a kind of problem, you know, because all my teachers would always
be comparing me to my older brothers. Craig was really smart and so because 
of that, they expected me Co be smart too. But X did okay in school, never 
had any trouble with work or grades. I actually liked it alot.
I: You said then you went on to a "county high school".
C: Yes, right after eighth grade. That was a rough time for me because it was
so big, and X didn’t know that many people. Xt was a real good school, and 
all, and the people were nice, I guess, but it was so large that it was 
hard to make friends at first. Alot of the kids there had been together 
in grade school, you know, the larger county grade schools, so it took 
awhile for me to feel comfortable there. But, X basically had a good time 
there, too, and X really did well as far as grades were concerned.
I: So, coming from such a small school to the larger high school was difficult
for you.
C: Yes, but I felt better after the first year, y'know, and my last three years
there were just fine.
I: Um hm.
C: X guess on of the things that I remember best about high school was that my
grandma died when I was a sophmore, at the beginning of my sophmore year.
She was about 83, and she lived with our family for quite awhile before she
died, my grampa had died before I was even born. Her death was real sudden,
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I mean, she hadn't been sick or anything, y'know. I was really upset about 
her death because she had really taken care of us alot when we were kids.
You know, with my mom gone during the day, grandma took care of us kids for her. 
And, I remember going to the funeral-I'd never been to a funeral before, and 
it was pretty scary. I never cried at the funeral, though, I don’t think 
any of us did. (PAUSE-reflective) But, anyway, that was pretty bad because 
I still didn't know alot of people and I missed the first couple days of 
school and I guess I was worried about what the teachers and other kids 
would say. And when I got back quite a few people came up and said they were 
sorry, that they'd heard about my gramma, and they were sorry or y'know, 
they'd ask how X was doing or just try and be friendly. After that I 
felt better about that school cause it didn't seem to be big. (PAUSE)
I guess I kind of rambled on there for awhile, huh?
I: No, I really think you’re doing just fine. Please continue.
C: Well, I play the piano, I started taking lessons when I was about fine.
We all took lessons. My parents really believed that we should "develop 
our artistic abilities", even if we didn't have any. You see, my mom has 
always been into crafts and my father does alot of work with wood. You 
know, he made a table for the kitchen and a game table for the basement.
So, they thought we all ought to do something like that, and there was 
a piano teacher in town and we had this piano in the basement, I think 
from when my folks bought the house, so we all took piano lessons from 
age five and up. Only Craig and Tom both hated it, and they would never 
practice, and I swear anyway that both of them are tone deaf. When we'd 
all get together at birthdays and holidays, and try to sing, you've never 
heard such total destruction of a tune. But I guess I liked the piano, 
and I still play when I get the chance.
I: What do you play-what kind of music?
C: Oh, mostly classical, but I have learned some of the popular stuff to play
at parties and stuff. My little sister took piano for, I guess, a year, and 
then got out of it. She really hated it even then, she was about six and I 
can remember her getting in fights with my mother and grandma every time she 
had to go to her lessons. I was so funny to see that little six year old 
girl standing up to my folks. But, she finally convinced them that it just 
wasn't worth the hassel she put up, and so they prmpromised and enrolled her 
in a dance academy, and she it still doing a little ballet. Um, let’s see, 
what else is there. I really don’t have any other hobbies to speak of.
Um, I like Montana alot. I decided to come out here because of the state, 
and the mountains, I guess. I really like Montana. When I was a teenager 
my family went on a vacation all across the west. We drove through,Colorado, 
and went through California, and then north along the coast, and then across 
Montana. I always liked Montana best, and when it cam time for college,
X looked into schools out here, applied, and got accepted. I'm really happy 
here, and goad X decided to come here.
I: So, you choose this school largely due to its location.
C: Yea, that was mostly it. Also, though, I heard it had a good liberal arts 
program. I'm undeclared-general studies-right now, but I lean toward 
education right now. I’d really like to teach, I think. I had one really
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neat teacher in high.school, he taught English, and he had a termendous 
impact on me. He was really concerned about the students, you know, he 
even headed our student organization. But, I guess that's sorta why I'm 
interested in teaching.
I: Sounds like he did have quite an impact on you.
C: He really did, I mean, I didn't know him personally or anythin like that.
But I'm not sure what I will do, as far as my major, I mean. My mother and 
father think I should go into engineering. But, boy, I really don't know, 
that kind of thing just doesn't seem to interest me at all. My sister's 
going to major in that, and I guess I'm just not sure its right for me, really.
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TAPE B
Maybe you could just tell me a little bit about what It was like for you 
growing up.
Alright, I see. Ah, I really liked growing up where I did. As I said,
it was a small town, and everyone knew everyone else, and it was kind of
friendly. Becasue my mother worked in a store, alot of people knew us, and 
would recognize me as belonging to her. (PAUSE) I got along very well 
with my brothers and sisters. My sister Ann and I were especially close.
As a matter of fact, she moved out here, too, and lives in Helena now.
We were a pretty close family. We did quite a few things together. My 
relatvles lived not too far away, on a farm, and we had family functions 
on the holidays. And we all liked to play card games together, and that 
sort of thing.
So, you and your family were quite close.
Um hm. Yes, we were really close. My aunt Teresa, my mother's older sister,
was also really part of the family. She was widowed during the second world
war, and never remarried and never had any children of her own. So, when 
my mother started working, Auntie Teresa agreed to take care of us. She was 
a great lady, and lived only a couple blocks down. There was also my 
father's cousin, Al, Uncle Al. He spent almost every weekend with us.
He was a bachlor, and worked a regular nine to five job in the bank, and 
so he'd come over every weekend, watch football with us, play games with us, 
whatever.
I see, you had alot of relatives around the family. That sounds nice.
Um hm. It was very nice to have so many close family around. Ah, I guess 
I can go on and talk a little bit about school. I liked grade school alot, 
from the very first day. My sister Ann took me to school the first day, 
and that's why I think I enjoyed it from then on. Her and I are alot alike. 
Alice, on the other hand, never liked school, and we are quite different.
We have had a horrendous relationship as far back as I can remember. Now
we get along alright, but there was never as much closeness as there is 
between myself and the rest of the family. But I thoroughly enjoyed 
grade school, and after that I went on to this community high school.
Our town was too small to have a high school for itself, so about five
surrounding towns.had one that served all of us plus the farms in the area.
That was a difficult adjustment to make, but Ann being there made it alot 
easier. I also did well in high school, as far as my grades were concerned. 
(PAUSE) I told you how I ended up out here. (PAUSE) My favorite way to 
spend time is reading. I've always been an avid reader^ even when I was little. 
As a child, my father would call me his 'little bookworm', affectionately, 
of course. The only other hobbies I have is hiking, and that is fairly new.
Just since I moved out here. In Illinois I always liked to take long 
walks, but there is really no place to hike because its all farm land. Also 
its pretty flat there.
You sound pleased you're in Montana.
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C: Yes, I genrally am. I mean, It Is difficult at times being far away from
my family, but overall I enjoy being here. Its a great help to have my 
sister so close. She works over in Helena, and occassionally I'll go over 
there on weekends. She works at the capitol and so is off on weekends.
She also comes over here occassionally. Ah, ummm, I'm trying to think of 
something else to tell you. (PAUSE) I guess the mose traumatic time in 
my life was when I was in high school. During my second year there, my 
mother became quite ill. There was some very real fear that she could die, 
its odd to think of that now, being as it didn't happen. But she was ill 
for about, ah, at lwast six months, and my sister Alice had to take that 
year of school off. She was a senior and she had to quit school and 
basically run the household. Ann was already in college and was too far 
away to come and had invested too much money to quit school then, so 
Alice got the job. God, that was the worst year in my life! To begin with, 
we were all terrified about my mother's health, and scared, and then to 
top that off, Alice and I got along really bad. We had never gotten along 
exceptionally well, as I mentioned, but this was too much! As a matter of 
fact, we've never recovered from this period in our lives-we still don't 
get along well, though we do joke abut those gorrlbles, long six months now.
I: You must have really had alot to handle, your mother's illness, your fighting
with Alice, and being in high school.
C: Oh, it was just awful. Certainly school was much better. I'd even say that
some of my fellow students were supportive during this time. In some ways
at school it helped me to realize that people are still the same whether in 
our little town or that large community high school. And the people in our 
town were quite concerned. As I said, my mother worked downtown in a store, 
and people missed her there, and always asked how she was doing when they 
saw me, and sent food or cards and gifts. Very supportive. So, that aspect 
of the whole situation was rather positive. Mainly the bad aspects were 
being so worried about my mother and Alice.
I: Sounds like Alice was the major problem.
C: Yes. (SMILE) She really was, that was quite a year. She had an awful lot
of things piling up on her, though, you must realize. She was a senior in 
high school, she had to quit, and she was saddled with the responsibility 
of taking care of a sick woman and the reat of us. All four of us, the 
household literaly to run, and basically nursing my mother full time.
We, my father, brothers, and myself, helped as much as we could, but it 
was difficult to have to take orders from your sister, especially since 
we're pretty close in age. If Aunt Teresa were alive, things would have 
gone better, but she had died a while back, and so there we were—  
stuck with Alice and Alice stuck with us. Her and I used to have high 
pitched screaming battles almost daily. It's amazing my mother recovered 
at all, considering what she had to listen to. What an incredible year.
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Instructions .for Interview 
of Pilot Subjects
1. Ask for general impressions of study.
-note general favorability of attitude 
-note specific comments, details.
2. Ask subjects to try and formalize the hypothesis of investigation.
3. Ask subject to compare and contrast the two tapes.
-note reactions to each tape, emphasis on differences 
-note major differences cited between the two tapes 
-did the subject like one SP better than the other? Why?
